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Preface
In writing this book we have reached a milestone in the development of our
understanding of how scientific ideas migrate between countries by way of
the intellectual pursuits of individual persons embedded in their cultural
contexts. The understanding of the major ideas of Lev Vygotsky that
emerges from the pages of this book is the result of years of effort to make
sense of the complex, fascinating and, at times, capricious creativity of that
Russian/Jewish literary scholar (turned psychologist). For one of us, (René
van der Veer), understanding Vygotsky has been a long-term project which
has delved deeply into the intricacies of the Russian language and literature
to produce an understanding of Vygotsky's contributions (Van der Veer,
Cultuur en Cognitie, Groningen: Wolters-Noordhoff, 1985). For the other
author, (Jaan Valsiner), work on this book has helped to review some
aspects of his intellectual and social backgrounds which (since 1980) he has
been developing. The Introduction and Epilogue, and chapters 2, 6, 8 and
12 were written by Valsiner; the remainder of the book is by Van der Veer.
But the final product is more than the sum of our individual efforts. Our
personal differences in focus and style have worked well in complementing
each other: while one of us has been nearly over whelmed by microscopic
details, the other's instinctive urge for generalizations has kept the project in
focus; and when one of us has impatiently rushed to make far-reaching
general statements about the state of affairs in psychology, the other has
taken him (or her - a tribute to APA-style equality!) back to the details. This
combination of personal perspectives has helped us to write a treatise on the
life and work of Vygotsky which (we hope) will reveal the intricacies of the
history of his ideas without the need for the reader of this book to take a
"Vygotskian perspective" while trying to make sense of our (sometimes very
detailed) analyses. In any science, it is usually the ardent followers of some
interesting theoretical system who render such a system a dogmatic ortho-
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doxy. As a result the freshness of the original ideas may disappear as the
unquestioned orthodoxy is accepted. Our aim in this book is to restore the
freshness of Vygotsky's ideas by way of revealing the ways in which his
thinking borrowed concepts from his predecessors and contemporaries, to
analyze these ideas, and to suggest new solutions to the problems he raises.
In order to preserve this aim (one might call it an attempt at an archaeology
of ideas) we have deliberately decided to avoid overviewing the myriad of
interpretations of Vygotsky's work in the past few decades. That task is a
different challenge worthy of a separate volume.
The work on this book was made possible only by generous assistance
from a number of people who helped us to obtain different original material
about Vygotsky, and copies of his original publications. First and foremost,
the trust and friendship of Gita LVovna Vygodskaja is to be acknowledged
with deep gratitude. She (and her relatives) received Van der Veer most
kindly, gave him access to the family archives, and answered many of our
questions. In addition, she gave permission to use part of Vygotsky's
correspondence annotated by A. A. Puzyrej. Andrej Puzyrej himself- one of
the greatest authorities on Vygotsky's work — was extremely helpful in
making a number of rare publications and unpublished materials available
and by sharing his insights with us. Elena Aleksandrovna Luria, too,
received Van der Veer in a most friendly fashion and allowed him to work
with the family archives. Also 1. M. Arievich, A. G. Asmolov, G. Blanck, V.
V. Davydov, N. Elrod, T. M. Lifanova, L. Mecacci, L. A. Radzikhovsky, A.
Stetsenko, P. Tulviste, Ju. A. Vasil'eva, and F. Vidal helped out in the
tedious process of locating rare materials, and Nadia Zilper of the University
of North Carolina Library was helpful in building up a good collection of
Russian/Soviet psychology texts in the US. S. Jaeger provided us with several
of Luria's leners to W. Köhler and S. F. Dobkin and P. Ja. Gal'perin gave
their personal views of Vygotsky in conversations with Van der Veer.
G. Blanck and G. L. Vygodskaja provided us with the photographs of
Vygotsky shown in this book. In compiling the list of references we made
ample use of T. M. Lifanova's valuable list of Vygotsky's writings published
in the Soviet edition of his collected works. Kurt Kreppner brought our
attention to the remarkable similarities between the ideas of Vygotsky and
some key notions of William Stern. The full extent of that connection
remains to be analyzed and is beyond the scope of this book. Madlena
Maksimova gave helpful comments on an earlier draft of the book.
We also want to express our gratitude to NWO (Nederlandse Stichting
voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek) for their financial support, which allowed
Van der Veer to spend three months in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, in
1986 and which made it possible for Valsiner to visit the University of
Leiden in the summer of 1988. However, we have both sustained a
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remarkably tenacious search for our own synthesis of an understanding of
the life and work of Lev Vygotsky. Thus, nobody but ourselves can take
responsibility for the analyses the reader will find in this book.
Researching this book has been an exercise in detective work. Repeatedly
we came across alterations to the history of Vygotsky's work in psychology
- sometimes deliberate, sometimes unintentional. Not surprisingly, we
reacted vehemently to each unsubstantiated myth, and the reader will sense
these reactions in a number of places in this book. On reflection we wonder
why we were so agitated when we discovered the ways in which Vygotsky
has been painted as a "guru"-figure of Soviet (and some international)
psychology. After all, histories are written (and re-written) after the fact in
order to be functional for the needs of the present time and place. Neverthe-
less, the realization that a productive historical figure involved in the genesis
of psychology is valued by succeeding generations merely in a declarative
manner is cause for concern. This concern is sharpened when one considers
the myriad of Vygotsky's half-developed ideas which could be highly
productive for contemporary psychology only if they were developed and
not accepted unquestioningly. It is our hope that this book will stimulate
readers to look beyond Vygotsky's intellectual heritage to his consistently
developmental approach to all psychological phenomena.
René van der Veer
Jaan Valsinef
Leiden and Chapel Hill
Every inventor, even a genius, is always the outgrowth of his
time and environment. His creativity stems from those needs
that were created before him, and rests upon those possibilities
that, again, exist outside of him. That is why we notice strict
continuity in the historical development of technology and
science. No invention or scientific discovery appears before the
material and psychological conditions are created that are
necessary for its emergence. Creativity is a historically con-
tinuous process in which every next form is determined by its
preceeding ones.
Lev Vygotsky, Voobrazhenie i tvorchestvo v detskom vozraste
Introduction
This book is a case study of the history of a person's scientific ideas in the
context of a rapidly changing society. The life and work of Lev Vygotsky
have increasingly become a focus for contemporary psychology's social
discourse - he constitutes an interesting case for the analysis of intellectual
interdependence (see Van der Veer and Valsmer, 1988) between scientists,
for a number of reasons. First, wide-ranging claims about the "genius"like
nature of Vygotsky have been made in recent decades - a good means of
advertising but perhaps not conducive to an understanding of the content
and implications of the ideas of the "genius". Secondly, with the burgeoning
of "neo-Vygotskian" fashions in contemporary psychology, the historical
focus of Vygotsky and his ideas has receded into the background (with some
notable exceptions; see Kozulin, 1990a). For instance, Vygotsky is credited
with "being 50 years ahead of his time", for ideas that he himself credited to
his predecessors of the 1890s and early 1900s. Of course, this discrepancy is
not surprising since the contemporary psychology of the 1990s is increasingly
becoming historically myopic. It now resembles a "factory of data produc-
tion" under the spell of conveniently "theory"-labeled fashions, most of
which merely reiterate common-sense knowledge (see Smedslund, 1978,
1979). The development of ideas about psychological issues has become
obscured by that feverish and highly compulsive activity, and impasses of
psychological thinking of the past become enthusiastically repeated in the
present. After all, if the current social consensus of psychologists is used to
determine the meaning of "progress" within that discipline, then what is
termed as being such is fully under the control of social estimations by
psychologists of the present who are guided by the fashions of the day.
Last — but not least — Vygotsky was unique. In his case we have to face an
instance of how a "novice" turned into an "expert." Vygotsky had no
formal education in the discipline, nor any "training" in the empirical
science that dominates psychology departments in our time. However, his
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literary scholarship and knowledge of the history of philosophy equipped
him with the tools to tackle new disciplines. Of course, this background is
not sufficient to explain his success — he was lucky to enter psychology at a
particularly opportune time (and under coincidental conditions, as we show
in this book). His achievements in psychology are framed by larger social
changes in that discipline as well as in the society at large. It is often
beneficial for a scientific discipline to "import" scholars from other areas to
enrich their otherwise in-bred realm of ideas. Often such imput works well
(for instance, consider the entrance of a number of physicists into biology
after the Second World War; see Crick, 1988), but their actual long-term
impact depends largely on the social processes that organize scientific
progress.
The nature of Vygotsky's personal background - he was a young Jewish
literary scholar hampered by recurrent illness, a passionate talker enraptured
by the fine arts, and an equally passionate critic of the mediocre thinking of
his contemporary psychologists - encourages an in-depth analysis of his
ideas. In short, the present book describes the intricate developmental
course of Vygotsky's ideas in order to demonstrate the links between these
ideas and the web of other ideas available to him. We trace these links in the
hope that specific knowledge of the roots of particular ideas helps us to
appreciate Vygotsky's intellectual creativity in its context.
The book is organized in a way that preserves the continuity of Vygotsky's
life-course while emphasizing different thematic areas of his intellectual
pursuits at different periods. Since it is somewhat artificial to separate a
persons life-course into stages, we have chosen a loose structure within
which to work: many themes of intellectual pursuit that are dealt with at a
late stage have their roots earlier, and there is a remarkable (but not
complete) continuity in Vygotsky's ideas, from the time when he was a
young idealistic literary scholar (see chapter 2) to the paedological period of
his life in the early 1930s. Furthermore, the thematic areas dealt with in
separate chapters within a given lifecourse period complement one another,
and may seem at times somewhat redundant. Of course, the redundancy is
already there in Vygotsky's own writings as he tackled questions of different
psychological issues from the same meta-theoretical perspective. It is this
meta-theoreticalperspective-aconsistent (which means redundant) emphasis
on viewing all psychological phenomena as those which are undergoing
development - from which contemporary psychology can learn. An analysis
of Vygotsky's personal (but socially rooted) construction of the develop-
mental paradigm in psychology thus has value for our own similar pursuits
in the 1990s.
It is here that the reasons for Vygotsky's current popularity may be found
- his constant search for a developmental perspective is fascinating,
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especially if we consider the practical demise of developmental perspectives
in post-Second World War psychology, at least in its mainstreams (see
Benigni and Valsiner, 1985; Cairns, 1986). The present efforts of develop-
mentalists to think along developmental unes can benefit from the intellec-
tual successes and failures of Vygotsky and his contemporaries. The reader
of this book may want to undertake an excursion into history for the sake of
our present research in psychology, and for its future. Or, to paraphrase
Vygotsky's recurrent reiteration of a maxim by Pavel Blonsky, the state of
affairs in contemporary psychology can be understood only as the history of
that psychology.
Lev Vygotsky
Childhood and Youth
Lev Semyonovich Vygodsky1 was born on November 5, 1896 in Orsha, a
provincial town in the vicinity of Minsk. Little has been published about his
childhood and youth. The few things we know have been related by his
childhood friend Dobkin and his daughter Gita L'vovna Vygodskaja. (The
latter is currently, together with T. M. Lifanova, preparing a biography of
her father which will update all the biographical material so far published
(cf. Vygodskaja and Lifanova, 1984; 1988).) Meanwhile, in this chapter
and in the introduction to the different sections of the book the currently
available biographical material will be presented.
Vygotsky was the second child in a family of eight children. His parents
were highly educated members of the Jewish community in Gomel', the
father working as a department chief at the United Bank and as a represen-
tative of an insurance company. The Vygodskys, apparently, could afford to
give their children an excellent education. The availability of a fine library,
the fact that the family lived in a very large apartment, and the fact that the
children had private tutors: all these circumstances indicate that the
Vygodskys were a relatively well-to-do family.
Although the Vygodskys were not very religious they held to the Jewish
traditions. Thus young Lev Vygotsky received a traditional Jewish educa-
tion, reading the Torah in Hebrew, delivering a speech at his Bar Mitsva,
and so on. The rather frequent references in his work to the Bible can be
understood in this context. He was interested in Jewish culture and folklore
and identified to some extent with the history of the Jewish people (cf. his
'Lev Vygodsky changed his name into Vygotsky, because he believed - after some research
of his own - that his family originally came from a village, called Vygotovo. The authors have
been unable to establish its location.
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discussion of Belyj's "anti-semitism"; Vygotsky, 1916a), and external cir-
cumstances encouraged this interest and identification. Among other things,
under the Tsarist government Jews were not allowed to live outside the Pale
of Settlement, a region in Russia where, until 1907, pogroms were a
common occurrence. In his native town, Gomel', Vygotsky himself must
have experienced pogroms in 1903 — fortunately repulsed by an organized
Jewish defence (Pinkus, 1988, p. 29) - and 1906 (Gilbert, 1979). He also
witnessed the ignominious return of the Jewish members of the Russian
army there. They had been sent back to their home towns after the rumor
had been spread that Jewish soldiers were not to be trusted in war-time.
Notwithstanding the pogroms, Russia's war with Germany and Austria,
the civil war, and other disasters, Vygotsky attempted to lead a normal life.
As a young boy his favorite hobbies were stamp-collecting, chess, and
corresponding in Esperanto (Levitin, 1982, p. 27). Somewhere in Iceland a
very old man - or, more likely, his bewildered children - may now and then
skim through a collection of incomprehensible letters sent many years ago
by a Russian penfriend.
Vygotsky's friend Dobkin (in Levitin, 1982, p. 26) has related that as an
adolescent Vygotsky actively participated with a circle of friends in discus-
sing such highly abstract subjects as Hegel's philosophy of history and the
role of the individual in history. He also seems to have loved poetry, in
particular Pushkin and Heine - later Gumilyov, Mandel'shtam and Paster-
nak — and frequented the performances in the local theatres. Early reading
of Potebnja's "Thought and Language" (1922) may have quickened his
interest in psychology.
It was David Vygodsky, a cousin several years older, who had introduced
Vygotsky to the Esperanto movement. The cousins were close and corres-
ponded for years after David left for Petrograd in 1919. Part of this
correspondence has been preserved in the family archives. David Vygodsky
was himself a man of more than average abilities. He became a competent
poet, by profession he was a linguist and philologist, and personally he was
close to Roman Jakobson and Viktor Shklovsky (Levitin, 1982, p. 27). He
also knew several foreign languages and became well known as the trans-
lator of Russian poetry into Spanish and Hebrew literature into Russian.
During the civil war in Spain he served as the intermediary between the
Soviet authorities and the anti-Franco movement. Shortly after Franco's
victory he was arrested on unknown charges. As is well known, in those
dark years the indictments could be based on almost anything. In the case of
David Vygodsky the charge of espionage seems the most likely. After all, he
had been involved in the Spanish civil war - unexpectedly lost by the leftist
allies - and he had been very active in the suspect Esperanto movement.
(Philatelists and Esperantists were arrested in great numbers by the end of
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the thirties. It was assumed that these groups had used their seemingly
innocent contacts with foreign citizens as a cover for more sinister practices.
See Medvedev, 1974, p. 681.) The writer Marietta Shaginjan has related the
unusual and brave attempts of David's literary friends to get him released
from prison. Such celebrities as Fedin, Lavrenev, Shklovsky, Slonimsky,
Tynjanov, and Zoshchenko wrote to the authorities, declaring David
Vygodsky's innocence and demanding his release. The attempts of these
Leningrad writers failed, however (Shaginjan in Medvedev, 1974, p. 806),
and David Vygodsky was eventually sent to a concentration camp (some
letters from there have survived), where he died in 1942 or 1943.
Education
Vygotsky received his first education from private tutors, and later joined
the two highest classes of the private Jewish Gymnasium in Gomel',
graduating with a gold medal in 1913. His further education was influenced
by the fact that he was a Jew. In the first place, Tsarist Russia enforced a
quota for the admission of Jews to institutions of higher education. The
quota for the universities of Petersburg and Moscow was three per cent. In
practice, this meant that gold medalists were assured of admission.
However, when Vygotsky was taking his examinations, the minister of
education issued a circular letter declaring that Jewish students were to be
enrolled by casting lots. This was a serious blow to Vygotsky, whose gold
medal had now become virtually worthless. Fortunately, he was one of the
lucky few and he started taking courses at Moscow University. The choice
of subject was again influenced by his Jewish origin. History and philology
were unattractive options, as they usually led only to the position of teacher
at a secondary school, and since Jews were not allowed to be government
officials, the only position available was that of teacher at a private Jewish
Gymnasium. There were two more attractive possibilities: law and medi-
cine. Law offered the opportunity to become an attorney and attornies were
allowed to live outside the Pale. Medicine guaranteed a modest if uneventful
and secure future. At the insistence of his parents Vygotsky applied to the
medical department, but after one month he switched to law. He also took
other courses and majored in history and philosophy at the Shanjavsky
People's University, which was not officially endorsed. However, this was
an institute of some quality, since after a strike at the Imperial University
many renowned specialists had started teaching there (Levitin, 1982, pp.
29-30}.
During his last two years at university in Moscow Vygotsky shared a
room with his younger sister Zinaida, who had entered the Non-Credit
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Vygotsky's student card at Moscow University. At the time he studied law and still
spelled his name with "d".
Woman's University Courses in 1915. Zinaida Vygodskaja was to become a
prominent linguist and co-author of several foreign language dictionaries
(e.g. Achmanova and Vygodskaja, 1962). It may have been Zinaida -
together with David — who kept her brother well-informed of all the
developments in linguistics and philology. She also shared an interest in the
philosophical writings of Spinoza with Vygotsky.
During his university years Vygotsky maintained his early interests in
literature and art. As an adolescent he had started studying Shakespeare's
Hamlet and had written several drafts of an analysis of it (Vygotsky,
1915a), and his Masters thesis (Vygotsky, 1916d) was the result of this
long-standing interest (see chapter 2). A later paper, an analysis of Dos-
toevsky's writings entitled "Dostoevsky and anti-semitism" seems to have
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been lost (Radzikhovsky, personal communication, May 1990). Vygotsky's
interests broadened to include psychological and pedagogical problems
during this period. A course on "The internal form of the word" given by
the Humboldtian scholar Shpet (Shpet, 1927; cf. Mitjushm, 1988} must
have encouraged within Vygotsky and his sister, who also took the course, a
sensitivity to the internal, psychological aspects of language (see also
chapter 15). Around this time Vygotsky also started reading the available
international psychological literature. It is said that the reading of James'
remarkable study The Varieties of Religious Experience (1902/1985), and
Freud's Zur Psychopathologie des Alltagslebens (1904/1987) particularly
impressed him. These books, incidentally, made a rather odd and unequal
pair: first, because the intellectual sophistication of James' fascinating study
is well beyond that of Freud's single-minded quest for the id in human daily
behaviour; second, because James' devastating criticism of the sexual
"explanation" of religious feeling applied to part of Freud's thinking. In
fact, James' critique (see James, 1902, pp. 10-12) of what he called
"medical materialism" anticipated much of Soviet psychology's future
criticisms of Freudian theory (see chapter 5).
It can be argued that Vygotsky's liking for these books revealed an
interest in the extreme layers of mind and - in the case of Freud's book - a
predilection for speculative studies. It could also be said to form a continua-
tion of his interest in Hamlet, whose "other worldliness" and hidden
subjective motives were particularly stressed by the young Vygotsky (see
chapter 2). Be that as it may, it is clear that Vygotsky's views at the time
were still far from the reactological, objectivist views he was to espouse
some years later (see chapters 3 and 6).
Formative Years
Having finished his university studies in 1917 Vygotsky returned to his
native town Gomel' where, following the Revolution, he was allowed to
teach in state schools. It is this period of Vygotsky's life — from 1917 until
his move to Moscow in 1924 - that causes the greatest problems for his
biographers. What we do know, on the basis of archival documents and
reminiscences of contemporaries, is that Vygotsky held many and various
positions in the cultural life of Gomel' and became one of its most promin-
ent cultural leaders. What we know very little about is the content of his
thinking at this time. This lack of knowledge is caused by an enormous and
puzzling gap in the currently known list of Vygotsky's published writings.
Indeed, the twenty-year-old Vygotsky had already published four literary
reviews in 1916 and approximately twice as many papers in 1924, yet we
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find virtually no publications in the seven-year-period in between. The most
recent list of Vygotsky's publications (in Vygotsky, 1984b; compiled by T.
M. Lifanova) gives only two literary reviews and two unpublished manu-
scripts for this whole period, while — given Vygotsky's production in other
years — one would expect at least thirty or so papers. Although four more
literary reviews have been unearthed recently (Vygotsky, 1923a-d), we are
still faced with an empty period in Vygotsky's publication history that has
to be explained. Observing this same phenomenon Joravsky (1989, p. 255)
has suggested that Vygotsky's disciples have refrained from describing this
period adequately and from republishing his articles for political reasons.
He suggests that "Vygotsky may have consorted with non-Bolsheviks in
1917, for he published in a Jewish periodical (Novyj Put) and in one edited
by Gorky (Letopis) which was critical of the new dictatorship and was soon
shut down by it." Although anything is possible, of course, this seems to the
present writers not to be the most likely explanation of the gap in Vygots-
ky's publication history. First, a handful of literary reviews in these same
two journals were documented in Vygotsky (1984b) and, moreover, it is not
very clear why a former Jewish periodical might not be mentioned in the
1980s. Secondly, there is a more likely candidate for the explanation of the
publication gap: the atrocities of the civil war and the occupation by the
Germans. At the time Gomel' and its surroundings were harassed by groups
of Red and White soldiers, the German army, and bands of local bandits. It
is quite possible that one of the battles caused the destruction of local
newspaper offices and other archives, as Soviet students of Vygotsky have
indeed claimed. If this explanation is the correct one, then our only hope of
completing Vygotsky's publication record is that papers will be found in
private archives or unexplored public ones.2
While most of Vygotsky's papers of this period are probably still missing,
it is possible to get an idea of his life between 1917 and 1924 by analyzing
his organizational activities in the cultural life of Gomel' (cf. Fejgina, 1988).
It is known that Vygotsky taught at various institutes; among them were the
Soviet Labor School (Russian: Sovetskaja Trudovaja Shkola) where he
taught with his cousin David, and the Gomel' Teacher College (Pedago-
gicheskoe Uchilishche). The latter institute was to play a major role in
Vygotsky's development as a scientist, for it was in this institute that
Vygotsky set up a small psychological laboratory where students could do
simple practical investigations. In this laboratory he performed his own first
2This hope has now been realized: recently T. M. Lifanova and G. L. Vygodslcaja found
fifty articles in an archive in Leningrad. All of these were reviews of plays staged in the theatres
of Gomel' during the period 1921—3 and published in the local newspapers Nash Ponedel'nik
and Polesskaja Pravda (Lifanova, personal communication, February 24, 1991}.
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experiments on dominant reactions and respiration that provided the mate-
rial for his talk on reflexological and psychological investigation (Vygotsky,
1926b; see the introduction to Part II and chapter 2). Working at the
Gomel' Teacher College he also started preparing one of his first major
books: Pedagogical Psychology (see chapter 3). The fact that Vygotsky in
this period gave talks about the teaching of literature, and investigated the
effect of repeated translations on the content of texts, also testifies to his
growing pedagogical and psychological interests (Vygotsky, 1922a; 1923e).
Other institutes where Vygotsky taught in this period included the Evening
School for Adult Workers, the Rabfak (a faculty where those labourers
willing to go to the university took a preparatory course), and the Prepara-
tory Courses for Pedagogues: Kursy Podgotovki Pedagogov). The subjects
Vygotsky taught varied from Russian literature and language to logic,
psychology, and pedagogy.
Vygotsky gave talks at various other institutes on esthetics, the history of
art, and the above-mentioned subjects, and co-organized the so-called
"literary Mondays" where the work of modern and classic poets and writers
was presented and discussed. During these nights the writings of Shakes-
peare, Goethe, Pushkin, Chekhov, Mayakovsky, and Esenin were discussed,
as well as some of the hotly debated topics of the day, such as Einstein's
theory of relativity. Vygotsky's brilliant lectures attracted large audiences
(Kolbanovsky, 1934c, p. 388).
He was also the co-founder of the publishing house Ages and Days —
together with his friend Dobkin and his cousin David - and of the literary
journal Heather. Both undertakings were short-lived, though: the pub-
lishing house published only two books, one of them with poems by
Ehrenburg. The ventures came to an abrupt halt because of a problem that
haunts the Soviet Union up to the present day: a shortage of paper (although
there has always been enough paper to publish millions of copies of the
obtuse works of the leading ideologists).
Vygotsky headed the theater section of the Gomel' department of People's
Education (Narodnoe Obrazovanie), co-operating with one of its organiz-
ers, I. I. Danjushevsky, who would later invite him to Moscow to work in
the field of defectology. Vygotsky took an active part in the selection of the
repertoire, the choice of the setting, and the directing. He edited the theater
section of the local newspaper Polesskaja Pravda, where the recently found
reviews of Belorussian literature, work by Serafimovich, John Reed's Ten
Days that Shook the World, and a theater performance by Maximov were
published. He never lost his interest in theater, regularly met stage-managers
and directors (such as Eisenstein) and near the end of his life published a
paper on the psychology of the actor (cf. Vygotsky, 1936d).
One may conclude, then, that Vygotsky was an active and prominent
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member of the cultural life of Gomel' and that diverse activities in this field
led him to meet other cultural figures, both in Gomel' and in other cities. It
is known, for instance, that Vygotsky was in some way acquainted with the
poet Mandel'shtam in the early 1920s. In his library a copy of the poet's
Tristia was found, which was dedicated to Lev Vygotsky (see also chapter
15). As the dedication was printed, it can be dated exactly to 1922, the year
of publication of the collection. Of course, Vygotsky may not have known
Mandel'shtam very well at that time but in later years he would be a regular
guest of the Mandel'shtams for some period. In Nadezhda Mandel'shtam's
(1970, p. 241) memoirs we suddenly catch a glimpse of Vygotsky's later
private life. She mentions that in 1933 they "also regularly met. . . with
Vygotsky, a man of great intellect, a psychologist, the author of the book
Language and Thought. Vygotsky was fettered to some extent by the
rationalism common to all scientists of that period..." This perspicuous
observation is to some extent confirmed by analysis of Vygotsky's work (see
chapters 3 and 9) and by the excerpts from his correspondence given below.
In the meantime, Vygotsky's private circumstances in Gomel' had gra-
dually deteriorated. In the first place, the general situation in Russia was
almost hopeless. Because of the civil war, the war with the Western allies,
and the first land reforms (see chapter 10) the economy of the country had
rapidly deteriorated and it was difficult to get enough food. Moreover, the
Vygodsky family was struck by tuberculosis (a disease that was said to be
typical of Western bourgeois societies; see chapter 5). For Vygotsky's
younger brother Dodik the disease proved fatal and in 1920 Vygotsky
himself — who had been looking after his brother — fell seriously ill for the
first time and was sent to a sanatorium. His condition became very serious
and, expecting to die, he asked the literary critic Yuly Aikhenwald, one of
his former professors at the Shanjavsky People's University, to publish his
writings posthumously. Fortunately, Vygotsky recovered from this first
serious attack of tuberculosis, but the disease was to plague him for the rest
of his life, causing remittent attacks, and his death in 1934.
One might wonder why, under these desperate circumstances, Vygotsky
did not try to leave for Moscow. Moscow was definitely a center of major
cultural and scientific activities, a fact that must have been important to a
young man so interested in the theater, art, and literature. In addition,
Vygotsky must have made many friends during his years at university there.
The explanation given by Dobkin is probably the most accurate (Levitin,
1982, p. 37): Vygotsky did not want to leave his parents during this difficult
period, and his reluctance to leave for Moscow may, thus, have been
connected with the unstable political situation in the Gomel' area. We have
seen how Gomel' was in the crossfire of several armies and groups of
bandits roaming the country. Apart from that it was, of course, difficult to
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get permission to settle in Moscow and, finally, a love affair may have
played its role: in 1924 Vygotsky married Roza Smekhova from Gomel' and
left for Moscow.
Summarizing, one may conclude that the Gomel' period marks the origin
of Vygotsky's psychological thinking. It was in Gomel' that he performed
his first psychological experiments (see chapter 2) and gave his first talks on
subjects related to education and psychology. It also was in Gomel' that
Vygotsky started to absorb the available psychological, educational, and
paedological literature. This reading enabled him to give a course on
psychology to his students and to prepare large parts of the textbook
Pedagogical Psychology (1926i; see chapter 3). The major part of his
dissertation, "The psychology of art" (1925J), was also written in Gomel'
(see chapter 2), the topic of this book being in line with his fascination for
art and theater.
One may conclude, then, that Vygotsky's shift in interest towards prob-
lems of psychology, paedology, and education was a very gradual one, but
one that had taken place to a considerable extent before he started working
at Kornilov's Institute of Experimental Psychology in Moscow. It would be
slightly misleading, therefore, to consider him to have been a "school
teacher from a provincial town" who, in 1924, suddenly made his début
into psychology (see Luria, 1979 and many other Cinderella-type accounts).
The Man and his Cause
As we have seen Vygotsky's life was not always easy and his living
conditions were not always conducive to creative scientific work. In the last
years of his life the situation grew worse, becoming almost intolerable. To
illustrate this, the conditions in which Vygotsky composed his books are
revealing. First, he, his wife, and two daughters lived in one room of an
overcrowded apartment - conditions he shared with millions of his compat-
riots. Secondly, in order to earn his living Vygotsky took upon himself an
enormous amount of editorial work for publishing houses and a heavy
teaching load, the latter .involving travel back and forth from Moscow to
Leningrad and Kharkov. Thirdly, Vygotsky suffered from recurrent attacks
of tuberculosis. Several times the doctors told him that he would die within
a few months and many times he had to suffer exhausting and painful
treatments. Operations were repeatedly planned and then postponed again,
and the regular periods in overcrowded hospitals and sanatoriums could be
intrinsically horrific. Vygotsky's analysis of the crisis in psychology (see
chapter 7), for example, was started under the following conditions.
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I have already been here a week - in large rooms for six severely ill patients,
[there is] noise, shouting, no table, etc. The beds are ranged next to each other
without any space between them, like in barracks. Added to this I feel
physically in agony, morally crushed, and depressed. (Vygotsky in a letter to
Sakharov, dated February 15, 1926)
Recovering in a sanatorium one month later he added:
around me there was such a situation all the time, that it was shameful and
difficult to take a pen in the hand and impossible to think quiet ly. . . 1 feel
myself outside of life, more correctly: between life and death; I am not yet
desperate, but I have already abandoned all hope. {Vygotsky in a letter to
Luria, dated March 5, 1926)
Fourthly, from about 1931 articles critical of his ideas started being
published in the major psychology and paedology journals, within the
context of a carefully orchestrated attack on his cultural-historical theory.
Vygotsky and his colleagues were, of course, weil aware of what was going
on and the planning of possible replies to these critical articles, the talks
with influential persons to assess the hidden meaning and danger of attacks
etc., took immense amounts of rime (see chapter 16). Finally, Vygotsky was
deeply hurt by the "desertion" of several of his co-workers and students,
who left him and his ideas to form the so-called Kharkov group (see the
introductions to parts II and III). From very early in his professional life he
had seen the development of a new science of man as his cause, a cause he
took extremely seriously and to which he dedicated all his energy. Reading
his letters to his co-workers and students one gets the impression that
Vygotsky and his group formed an almost quasi-religious movement, so
overwhelming was the conviction that they were on the right track towards
the development of the new science and so great was the respect for
Vygotsky as the group's leader. This feeling of a common cause that was
worth fighting for, despite pressure, criticism, and indifference from the
outside world, had already developed by 1926, as becomes clear from one
of Vygotsky's letters to Luria. "I very much deplore the fact that in this
difficult rime of crisis I am not with you at the institute ... How seriously we
have to think about our [scientific] fate and the fate of the cause that we
undertook, when KN [Kornilov] and the other 'bosses' do not wish to think
about it." (Vygotsky in a letter to Luria, dated March 5, 1926)
In a later letter to five of his students and collaborators (Bozhovich,
Levina, Morozova, Slavina, and Zaporozhec) Vygotsky related his amaze-
ment about the fact that first Luria and then Leont'ev started following him
on this difficult road towards a new science:
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I had a feeling of enormous surprise when A. R, [Luria] in his time was the first
to follow this road, and when A. N. [Leont'ev] followed him. Now to the
surprise joy is added, that by the detected signposts the big road is visible not
only to me, not only to the three of us, but to another five persons. The feeling
of the immensity and massiveness of the contemporary psychological work
(we live in a period of geological cataclysms in psychology) is my main
emotion. But this makes the situation of those few who follow the new line in
science (especially in the science of man) infinitely responsible, serious to the
highest degree, almost tragic (in the best and real, and not in the pathetic
meaning of this word). A thousand times one has to put oneself to the test, to
check [oneself], to stand the ordeal before deciding, for it is a very difficult
road that requires the whole person. (Vygotsky in a letter to his five students,
dated April 15, 1929)
Vygotsky often repeated this theme of total dedication to the common
cause and he felt irritated and hurt when collègues, such as Zankov and
Solov'ev, hesitated to embark on this new path in psychology (Vygotsky in
letters to Leont'ev, dated August 11 and 23, 1929).
It was his rare charm and personal warmth that enabled Vygotsky to
make other people join the project. Kolbanovsky (1934c) has related his
kindness, responsiveness, sensitivity, and tenderness as a young boy and the
modesty and tactfulness evident in his dealings with others less talented than
himself. In later years he gave fascinating lectures that attracted large
audiences and had a truly mesmerizing effect on most people.3 One of his
pupils described them like this:
It is hard to determine what exactly attracted us in the lectures of Lev
Semyonovich. Apart from their deep and interesting content we were charmed
by his genuine sincerity, the continual striving upwards with which he
captivated his listeners, [and] the beautiful literary expression of his thought.
The sound of his soft baritone itself, flexible and rich in intonation, produced
a sort of esthetic delight. You very much wanted to experience the hypnotizing
influence of his speech and it was difficult to refrain the involuntary feeling of
disappointment when it stopped. (Quoted by Kolbanovsky, 1934c, p. 388)
3Gal'perin (in Haenen, 1989, p. 16) has claimed that Vygotsky's verbal gift verged on
pathology. To explain: Seeing a picture Vygotsky could not well understand it. He could tell
what he saw, but the sense, meaning, and quality of it eluded him. However, telling another
person about the same picture Vygotsky could tell more than this person would see himself and
only then did the picture start becoming intelligible for him as well. Gal'penn concluded that
everything was focused on speech for Vygotsky, a conclusion strengthened by Vygotsky's own
words ("You remember, I always talk - about chimeras and ideas") in a letter to Leont'ev,
dated July 11, 1929.
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One should not think, however, that Vygotsky was merely a warm,
sensitive, and deeply serious person. He also had a keen sense of humor,
appreciated the lighter side of life (in a letter to Luria, dated July 26, 1927,
he urged him to drink much of the excellent southern wine) and at times
could be very sarcastic and sharp. Moreover, he was no dreamer, but a
person who was acutely aware of what was going on in the Soviet Union
and a keen observer of the personal dégradations and dramas it entailed.
When he felt betrayed or treated unfairly by people - as in the case of
Leont'ev and Luria (see the introduction to part HI) - he reacted with vigor
and decisively, treating the culprits with severity and not accepting any
apologies. But on the whole he seems to have had a surprising talent to
avoid personal quarrels, in-group fighting, etc. Whilst being a very sensitive
person4 in terms of inter-personal relations, at the same time he seems to
have been detached in some way, an observer at the sideline of an on-going
situation. Somehow he distanced himself from turmoil and watched with
great objectivity what was going on, trying to find its hidden meaning.
It is tempting to explain his fascination with Spinoza by reference to this
personality trait. A rational, cultivated person should "not give way to
amazement, not laugh, not cry, but understand" as Vygotsky paraphrased
his favorite philosopher in the preface to "The Psychology of Art"
(Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 18). One should always attempt to control one's
emotions and to subject them to the control of the intellect ("Even about
oneself one should not judge subjectively," Vygotsky in a letter to Leont'ev,
dated July 31,1930). One should never give way to the lower passions, but
rather climb the rational ladder and be more refined and detached in one's
judgements. This life-attitude also comes out in the cultural—historical
theory (see chapter 9) and in Vygotsky's personal letters to his students and
colleagues. In a reply to Morozova, for example - who had written to him
about her depressed state of mind - he stated that "with such moods you
have to fight and it is possible to cope with them. Man overcomes nature
outside himself, but also in himself, this is — isn't it — the crux of our
psychology and ethics" (Vygotsky in a letter to Morozova, dated July 29,
1930). In a second letter he elaborated on this theme telling Morozova that
one should never become the victim of one's moods and passions. "The rule
'Kolbanovsky (lS34c, pp. 394-5) has related a somewhat absurd consequence of this
sensitivity. Although having an excellent command of several foreign languages Vygotsky
refused to speak them and used interpreters to correspond with foreign visitors. To Kolbanov-
sky's question why he refrained from speaking foreign languages Vygotsky replied: "Even an
excellent knowledge of a foreign language cannot safeguard you against an incorrect accent.
My speech, even if correct by content and form, will pain the ear of the foreigner listening to me
and may because laughter or other inadequate emotions. Out of politeness my interlocutor will
try to suppress them. This will make him suffer. Why should 1 torture him?"
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here - in a mental struggle and in the submission of unruly and strong
opponents - is the same as in all submission: divide et impera, that is, divide
and rule . . . You have to divide them [the feelings and moods] ... To
surmount them - that is probably the most correct expression for the
mastering of emotions ... to find a way out is simply a question of mental
effort" (Vygotsky in a letter to Morozova, dated August 19, 1930).
Accepting Nadezhda Mandel'shtam's claim that Vygotsky was some sort
of a rationalist it should be added that he was not the type of a rationalist
who denies any meaning or sense to life. Vygotsky seems to have been
convinced that the creative struggle, called life (see chapter 3), had some
inner meaning and that life's appearance and its essence do not coincide. A
letter to his student Levina best exemplifies this basic conviction:
Now about another theme about which you write. About inner disharmonies,
the difficulty of living. 1 have just finished reading (almost by chance)
Chekhov's Three Years. Perhaps, you too should read it. That is life. It is
deeper, broader than its external expression. Everything in it changes. Every-
thing becomes otherwise. The main thing — always and now, it seems to me —
is not to identify life with its external expression and that is all. Then, lending
an ear to life (this is the most important virtue, a somewhat passive attitude in
the beginning), you will find in yourself, outside yourself, in everything, so
much that none of us can accommodate it. Of course, you cannot live without
spiritually giving a meaning to life. Without philosophy (your own, personal,
life philosophy) there can be nihilism, cynicism, suicide, but not life. But
everybody has his philosophy, of course. Apparently, you have to grow it in
yourself, to give it space inside yourself, because it sustains life in us. Then
there is art, for me — poems, for another — music. Then there is work. What
can shake a person looking for truth! How much inner light, warmth, support
there is in this quest itself! And then there is the most important - life itself -
the sky, the sun, love, people, suffering. Those are not simply words, it exists.
It is real. It is interwoven in life. Crises are no temporary phenomena, but
inner life's road. When we pass from systems to fates (pronouncing this word
is terrifying and joyful at the same time, knowing that tomorrow we will
investigate what is hidden behind it), to the birth and downfall of systems, we
see it with our own eyes. I am convinced of it. In particular, all of us, looking
at our past, see that we dry up. That is correct. That is true. To develop is to
die. It is particularly acute in critical epochs — with you, in my age again.
Dostoevsky wrote with horror about the drying up of the heart. Gogol still
more horrifying. It is really "a small death" inside ourselves. And that is the
way we have to accept it. But behind all this is life, that is, movement, travel,
your own fate (Nietzsche taught the amor fati - the love of your fate). But I
started philosophizing... (Vygotsky in a letter to Levina, dated July 16,
1931).
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To understand the hidden meaning behind "the sky, the sun, love, people,
suffering," to understand the travel towards death. That may have been
Vygotsky's ultimate goal throughout his intellectual life, from his analysis of
Hamlet to his development of the cultural-historical theory, and further on.
In his cultural—historical theory he attempted to sketch how cultural man
attempts to overcome the "stikhia" (Greek: stoicheion), the elemental chaos
of nature, through the creation of cultural instruments. Deeply appreciating
the finest artifacts of culture Vygotsky persisted in believing that the
"stikhia" would be overcome by culture and that a new human society
would be its result.
The End
Despite his generally detached attitude and his Spinozist philosophy
Vygotsky must have suffered from the growing ideological pressure, the
disintegration of his group of collaborators, and the personal betrayals that
took place towards the end of his life. His friend Dobkin remembers visiting
Vygotsky during the last year of his life. Apparently, Vygotsky was in a bad
physical condition and a depressed state of mind, and contemplating
accepting a position at the primate center of Sukhumi. Vygotsky's close
collaborator Zeigarnik (1988, p. 179) - in an interview published by
Jaroshevsky — has recently confirmed Dobkin's account, claiming that
Vygotsky "did everything not to live" in the last years of his life. Both
accounts are emphatically denied by Vygotsky's daughter, G. L. Vygods-
kaja, who distinctly remembers that her father was full of energy and new
plans during his (apparent) recovery in the final month of his life (personal
communication, 1989). Apparently, toward the end of his life Vygotsky was
offered the possibility of setting up and heading a section within the Ail-
Union Institute of Experimental Medicine in Moscow. He was very enthu-
siastic about this plan as it offered the possibility of picking his own
research team and carrying out his new research plans. There is no way of
knowing which of these versions is accurate, nor is there any need. For it
may well be that Vygotsky worked extremely hard at times - giving the
impression that he was careless about his health but perhaps trying to
accomplish as much as possible before his death (that, after all, was
announced several times) — and was occasionally deeply depressed but still
managed to find the energy to make new plans in the final month of his life.
Be that as it may, after repeated haemorrhages - on May 9, May 25, and
during the night of June 10-11 - in the early morning of June 11,1934 Lev
Semyonovich Vygotsky died in the Serebrannyj Bor Sanatorium of tuber-
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culosis, the disease he had suffered from for fourteen years. He was buried
at the Novodevichy cemetery in Moscow. Vygotsky left behind a handful of
books, many articles, and drawers full of unpublished manuscripts. Above
all, he left behind a loving family and a devoted group of students who
would do everything to protect Vygotsky's heritage in the difficult years to
come and to promote his ideas. Now, more than fifty years after his death,
Vygotsky's ideas are becoming well known in the scientific world — a
process that is still insufficiently understood.
2
Literature and Art
As we saw in the previous chapter, a consistent interest in issues of
literature, theatre, art, and literary criticism constituted the social/personal
context within which Vygotsky's move into the field of psychology took
place. The better-known part of his endeavours in the area of literary
analysis and theory is his book The Psychology of Art, which was first
finished in 1925 as his dissertation, and only later published in different
versions in Russian (Vygotsky, 1965, 1968, 1986, 1987) and other lan-
guages (Vygotsky, 1971).l In order to complete the picture of Vygotsky's
literary research one needs to turn to a series of short articles (mainly book
and theater reviews) which preceded the final version of the monograph on
the psychology of art (Vygotsky, 1916a-c; 1917a-d; 1923a-d), as well as
to the handful of articles by him that appeared later (e.g., Vygotsky, 1928z).
We can say that the whole period of Vygotsky's life during which he
gradually entered psychology (i.e., the years 1922 to 1925) was colored by
his continued interest in issues of literature and art, from which questions of
psychology gradually emerged. Vygotsky's first sketches in the area of
psychology were grounded in his interests in literature.
How, then, did psychological issues become integrated into Vygotsky's
thinking about literature and an? How did Vygotsky's psychological theory
emerge from the context of his relationship with the art world of his rime?
And why did he make the move into the field of psychology at all, even
starting some laboratory experiments of his own? Despite generally scanty
'Contrary to what has been suggested by Soviet scholars in later years, Vygotsky wished to
publish the book and at one time even reached an agreement with a publisher (Vygotsky in a
letter to Sakharov, dated February 15, 1926). Why the book was not published remains
unclear, but the fact that some parts of the book were rather close to the formalism current in
literary criticism, which was attacked by the leading ideologists of the time, may have played its
role (see also the introduction to part.] and chapter 15).
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evidence of Vygotsky's work prior to his becoming recognized as a psycho-
logist in Soviet sources on the history of psychology, it is possible to
reconstruct a part of that transition process. The purpose of the present
chapter is to demonstrate how the foundations for Vygotsky's later theoriz-
ing were laid during his "formative years" from 1915 to 1925.
Sources for the Analysis: The Architecture of the The Psychology
of Art
Vygotsky's first major writing in the area of literary analysis - "The tragedy
of Hamlet, the Prince of Denmark, by Shakespeare" - dates from the period
August 5 to September 12, 1915 when he wrote the first (draft) version
while living in Gomel'. The second version of this manuscript is dated
February 14 to March 28, 1916 and was completed in Moscow (Ivanov,
1986, p. 500). It is this second version of the text that appears as an
appendix to the third Russian edition of The Psychology of Art (Vygotsky,
19251/1986, pp. 336-491), while a separate chapter (8) in the main text of
the book constitutes a summary and re-organized version of the earlier
analysis of Hamlet. Other chapters in the main core of the book are devoted
to critical evaluation of Vygotsky's contemporary literary theories (chapter
2 - "Art as cognizing"; chapter 3 - "Art as a means"; chapter 5 - "The
analysis of the fable"), as well as psychological theories that were influential
in the literary criticism of his time (chapter 1 - "The psychological problem
of art"; chapter 4 — "Art and psychoanalysis"). In the The Psychology of
Art two domains of knowledge — literary criticism and psychology — occur
side by side, illustrating the ways in which Vygotsky started to move from
the former to the latter in the years 1923 to 1925.
As well as The Psychology of Art, a number of book reviews that
appeared in the period 1916 to 1917 are relevant. Interestingly, the books
he reviewed all belonged to the symbolic end of Russian literary spectrum of
the second decade of this century: Andrej Belyj (Vygotsky, 1916a, 1916b),
D. Merezhkovskii (Vygotsky, 1917a), and V. Ivanov (Vygotsky, 1916c) all
created symbolically highly complex literature which puzzled quite a few
readers at the time. However, the young Vygotsky was well educated in the
intellectual context of the "Silver Age" of Russian literature, and developed
a keen interest in the complexity of literature in that era of symbolism, soul-
seeking, and a seemingly regressing world. Vygotsky's standpoint in the
literary context of his time illustrates his active effort to break free of the
theoretical and ideological impasses in which he saw the contemporary
literary world entangled. Of course, to offer an alternative view of the world
was no easy task for a 20-year-old. Nevertheless, Vygotsky proceeded to try
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to do so - first in the field of literary analysis, and later in psychology and
defectology.
The Lonely Socialite: Vygotsky's analysis of Hamlet
It is probably no coincidence that in 1915 and 1916 Vygotsky made an
active effort to analyze Hamlet, returning to the issue in The Psychology of
Art manuscript in the early 1920s. In some ways, the persona of Hamlet
may have had a strong intuitive appeal to young Vygotsky. The simulta-
neous aloofness from other people on the one hand and interaction with
them on the other that is central in Shakespeare's tragedy, has been said to
have been characteristic of Vygotsky himself (see chapter 1). However, our
goal here is not to confirm Vygotsky as a Hamlet-like personality, but rather
to trace the development of his view of the human psyche which can be seen
in his early writing on the play to his return to the subject matter in the
textbook nine years later: the two pieces are substantially different. It was
clearly the case that Vygotsky's return to Hamlet in 1924/25 had a discourse
function that differed considerably from that of 1916.
"My Hamlet" - Vygotsky's Analysis of 1916
In his analysis of 1916, Vygotsky followed the lines of "idealist aesthetics"
(rather than "half-materialist psychology"), to use the terms applied by
contemporary Soviet efforts to understand the role of Hamlet in Vygotsky's
development (see Jaroshevsky, 1987, p. 293). Nevertheless, Vygotsky's
"idealist esthetics" was already dialectical in its focus - not surprisingly
given that his interest in Hegelian philosophy went back to his Gymnasium
days (see chapter 1). Vygotsky was discovering the opposing sides within the
same whole and within this dialectical reasoning, Vygotsky's developmental
world view gradually became established.
Vygotsky viewed the "puzzle" of the nature of Hamlet in terms of the
concurrent presence of two interdependent forces - of "night" and "day",
of "action" and "inaction," and of the external events and internal psycho-
logical processes. In rather poetic terms, he described the transition between
these opposing states:
There is, in the daily completing circle of time, in the endless chain of light and
dark hours, a boundary between the night and the day that is very difficult to
grasp. Before sunrise there is an hour when the morning has already arrived,
but the night continues to exist. There is nothing more mysterious and
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unintelligible, puzzling and darker, than that transition from night to day. The
morning has come — but it is still night; the morning is as if embedded in the
night that is still around, it swims in that night. In that hour, which may last
only a fraction of a second, everything — all objects and persons — have as it
were two different existences or one disunited existence, nightly and daily, in
the morning and in the night. (Vygotsky, 19251/1986, pp. 356—7, emphasis
added)
The unity of the opposites - Hamlet's inaction and action, hesitancy and
impulsiveness, "craziness" and "scheming", etc. — was very much on the
young Vygotsky's mind when he was writing his subjective analysis of the
tragedy. Dialectical unity of opposites could be found between the external
(dialogic) and internal (monologic) forms of discourse: "In parallel with the
external, real drama, another, internal, deep drama takes place — which
proceeds in the silences (the first - external - proceeds in words), and for
which the external drama serves as a framework. Behind the external,
audible dialogue one can sense an internal, silent one (Vygotsky, 1925V
1986, p. 359).
Vygotsky's analysis of 1916 is full of youthful exclamations of fascination
with different sides of the tragedy (e.g. "that link is so deep that one gets
dizzy"; Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 439). At the same time, the inevitable
movement of the tragedy towards its conclusion was analyzed by Vygotsky
in Hegelian terms of "restoration of the discrete unity, the disjunction is
overcome" (Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 488) concerning the opposite facets
of life and death, day and night, speech and silence, and action and inaction.
In that analysis, Vygotsky explicitly claimed that he was trying to make
sense of the tragedy as a myth (Vygotsky, 1925nV1987, p. 347). From his
subjective viewpoint, the understanding of such a myth included a mysterious
moment, which, however, could be captured by the human recipient of the
myth (e.g. see Vygotsky, 19251/1986, pp. 365-6). Even as early as 1916, in
his analysis of Hamlet Vygotsky's emphasis on the pragmatic aspect of
literary texts (the ways in which these texts are interpreted by the recipients)
was present. As we will see below, in 1925 that focus became the core of his
literary analysis, which led him into psychology.
Hamlet, of course, is a highly sophisticated tragedy which had long
puzzled critics, and would continue to puzzle them long after the young
Vygotsky wrote his impassioned analysis. One of the myth-like aspects in
the tragedy is the appearance of the Ghost. Vygotsky appreciated the reality
of the appearance of the Ghost in the tragedy - as the messenger from the
life-after-death world linking the two opposite sides of the same whole (life
and death; see Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 375). It is interesting to note that
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the idea of the interdependence of life and death as dialectical opposites,
which was present in 1916, resurfaced in his analysis of Freud's work in
mid-1920s. At that rime, he claimed that Freud's Thanatos-instinct must
have some credibility, since life and death should be seen as biologically
opposite sides of the same whole (Vygotsky, 1982a, pp. 335-6; see also
chapters S and 7).
Obviously, Vygotsky developed in the literary climate of his time - the
pre-1917 creative search of Russian writers and poets, many of whom were
fascinated by mysticist writings and discussions of the occult. Perhaps his
involvement with a school of thought that encouraged him to speculate in
possibilities ensured Vygotsky did not rationalize the tragedy of Hamlet, but
rather openly acknowledged that there exists a mystical and religious
moment in the tragedy (e.g. Vygotsky, 19251/1986, pp. 424, 480).
Finally, the compositional structure of the tragedy allowed Vygotsky to
analyze the resolution of the battle of the opposing forces that were active
(and, notably for Hamlet, also actively non-active!) during most of the play.
Vygotsky saw clearly how all the actions and inactions in the course of the
play lead to its inevitable conclusion:
The whole play is filled with inactivity, which is saturated by the mystical
rhythm of the internal movement of the tragedy towards the catastrophe.
Here, all the failed plans, coincidences, talks, feebleness, languor, blindness,
torture - lead to the minute that solves all, that Joes not emerge from the
plans of the acting personae, their actions, but captures these and reigns over
them. The knot that was tied before the beginning of the tragedy is being
extended and delayed, until it is untied at the right moment. {Vygotsky, 19251/
1986, p. 479, emphases added)
The important moment in Vygotsky's analysis of the resolution in the
tragedy is the emerging new quality which does not merely "come out"
from the lines by which actions in the play develop, but "jumps" to a higher
level: the resolution "captures" the lines of action and "surrenders" them,
rather than merely constitutes a "logical" conclusion in the sense of
Aristotelian formal logic. This emphasis on the new quality that results from
the interaction of opposites is of course part of the Hegelian scheme that is
appropriately applied to the compositional structure of the play. However,
it is also the very first appearance of the "shadow" of a developmental focus
that was to follow Vygotsky's reasoning all the way in this transition from
literary criticism to general psychology. That transition can be traced by
looking at Vygotsky's return to the analysis of Hamlet in his book on the
psychology of art.
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The Use of Hamlet in The Psychology of Art
Vygotsky's return to his subject was clearly "captured" by his developing
thought about the dynamic structure of literary texts, and by his developing
interest in the ways in which "the psychology of art" subordinates the
recipient, forces him to feel, breathe, and think in a pre-determined direc-
tion, and leads to catharsis. The 1925 version of Vygotsky's analysis is
consequently free from youthful and poetic exclamatory statements about
the strength of different episodes in the play, and the recognition of the
"mystic element" in the play has disappeared. However, the major lines of
analysis - the interdependence between Hamlet's actions and inactions, the
role of the conclusion in creating a new quality of feeling — are well in place.
The reason for the unity of continuity and discontinuity between the 1916
and 1925 analyses can be understood as the development of Vygotsky's
thought to a new, more general, level at which Hamlet became only part of
the wider picture. Let us analyze this wider picture and its relevance for
Vygotsky's entry into psychology - a discipline that was in turmoil reflect-
ing the conditions prevalent in the Soviet Union.
The Task for a Psychology of Art: The Study of the Message
Vygotsky followed a radical path in his early work on criticism, a path that
defined his standpoint on issues of an - the central focus of Vygotsky's
analysis in The Psychology of Art was the psychological structure of the
message (as seen from the perspective of the recipient). The recipient in
Vygotsky's analyses sometimes took the role of himself, but at other times
was given in the sense of a "generic other." Vygotsky declared that the study
of the psychological processes that had led to the creation of an aesthetic
message was impossible (since it requires reconstruction of all the complex-
ity of the artists's conscious and unconscious processes, and of the situa-
tion):
as long as we limit our analysis to processes that take place in consciousness,
we are unlikely to find answer to the most fundamental problems of the
psychology of art. We cannot know from the poet, nor from the reader, what
the essence of that experience [perezhivanie] is that links them with art. And,
as is easy to see, the most relevant aspect of art is that hoth the processes of its
creation and of its use appear to be as if non-understandable, unexplainable,
and hidden from the consciousness of those who have to deal with them.
(Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 91)
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As is evident here, Vygotsky was also pessimistic about the possibility of a
full understanding of art by the recipients in their subjective worlds. By
denying the possibility of an analysis of the subjective processes of encoding
and decoding of the message, what remained possible to analyze, of course,
was the message itself. The structure of the artistic message provided the
direction for the development of one (rather than another) kind of feeling in
the recipient. Each individual, of course, would react to art in his particular
(subjectively idiosyncratic) way, but all those individual ways were united
by some fundamental structure that the message itself provided. It is not
difficult to discern the issue of literary criticism behind this forceful view-
point of Vygotsky, who was on the one hand unhappy with the highly
subjective and often superficial statements of literary critics of his rime, and
on the other hand was himself interested in literary criticism. Furthermore,
the wholesale import of contemporary psychological explanations into
literary criticism (e.g. the "easy" use of Freudian explanations by literary
critics) led Vygotsky to try to understand how art messages can be thought
to be influential in the lives of human beings as social actors: "art can never
be fully explained on the basis of the small circle of personal life, but it
immediately demands explanation from the wide circle of social life"
(Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 110).
Vygotsky's analysis of the fable (chapter 5 in The Psychology of Art)
provided an empirical demonstration of his route towards the new, "objec-
tive" understanding of literature. Undoubtedly, Vygotsky relied strongly on
the "formalist school" of literature and literary criticism. However, a more
relevant facet of his analysis was the emphasis on the dynamics of the way in
which a certain affective experience is gradually generated by the structure
of the message.
How to Study the Message: Vygotsky's Analysis of the Fable
The fable is a literary genre that falls between prose and poetry, and as such,
its existence was something of a puzzle for leading literary theorists of the
past. Vygotsky scrutinized the ideas of Potebnya and Lessing on the subject;
they looked upon the fable as "imperfect prose." Vygotsky, in contrast, set
out to prove that fables belong to the genre of poetry (Vygotsky, 19251/
1986, p. 117), which would explain the otherwise seemingly "unnecessary"
development of subsidiary themes in fables, and the often dramatic contrast
of the final moral message with the main text.
Vygotsky's main idea in the analysis of the psychological structure of the
fable was quite simple: the fable-writer constructs a story where two
opposing (moral, emotional, etc.) events (or characters) are mutually inter-
26 LITERATURE AND ART
dependent: any description of one feeds into the intensification of the other
in the reader's mind, and the intensification of that other in its turn feeds
into the intensification of the first. The dynamics of these two "lines" allow
for the build up of the foundation for the conclusion (resolution, or pointe),
which usually goes beyond the previous image, hence creating a discrepancy
effect. That contrast of the pointe with the preliminary work, otherwise
classifiable as "discontinuity" of the "morale" with the "story", was seen as
creating a new psychological quality in the (generic) reader.
As we mentioned in chapter 1, as early as his Gymnasium days Vygotsky
was fascinated by Hegel's dialectical philosophy. It is possible to trace the
Hegelian scheme of "thesis — antithesis — synthesis" in Vygotsky's analysis
of the fable. First, the separate (oppositional) affective strands built into the
fable can be seen as thesis and antithesis (which are dialectically related
within the same whole), leading to the emergence of new quality (synthesis)
at the pointe of the fable. The dialectical leap in the quality of the meaning
of the fable story is prepared by the interdependence of the opposing
affective lines:
it becomes very clear that, if those two lines in the fable about which we speak,
are carried out and described with the strength of all the poetic means, then
there exists not only logical but, more generally, an affective contradiction.
The experience of the reader of the fable is fundamentally the experience of
contradictory feelings, which develop with equal strength, but are fully linked
to each other. (Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 176)
This "affective contradiction" develops in the reader of the fable, until it
reaches the culmination point, or "catastrophe of the fable" (Vygotsky,
1925171986, pp. 180-1):
The final part of the fable is that "catastrophe" or pointe in which both plans
are united in one act, episode, or phrase, disclosing their opposition and
bringing the contradictions to the apogee, with that — discharging that duality
of feeling that was accumulating dunng the whole fable. It is as if a
"shortcircuit" of two opposing electric charges takes place, in which the
whole contradiction explodes, burns up, and solves itself. This is the way in
which affective contradictions are resolved in our reaction. (Vygotsky, 19251/
1986, p. 181)
Later in the book, while discussing the psychological mechanisms of
catharsis (chapter 9), Vygotsky elevated that affective development to the
level of the general law of esthetic reaction (Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 269).
He also traced it into areas of art outside of literature — to the visual arts,
architecture, etc. However, these extensions were extremely brief in
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comparison with his analysis of literature. This seems to have fit with
Vygotsky's personality - his predominant orientation toward words and
limited understanding of music or the visual arts can be seen appearing in his
treatise on "Psychology of Art." Or, perhaps, the title of that book con-
stituted a generalization for which Vygotsky himself was not ready.
It is interesting to note that Vygotsky's understanding of the dialectic
dynamics of feelings in the reading of the fable contradicted his own
proclaimed principle of the study of the message in itself. The message was
analyzed through the perspective of the reader — a clear remnant of
Vygotsky's earlier position (from 1915/16) that it is only individual versions
of the message that can be experienced. It is perhaps sufficient to think of
Vygotsky's emphasis not in terms of the semantics of the message, but
rather in terms of its pragmatics: the writer has written a text that the reader
reads and tries to understand. The text has some structure created by the
author for the reader to interpret. How the reader interprets that structure
can take a multiplicity of forms, but there still exist some basic structurally
generated directions that guide the reader's reactions in some (rather than
other) directions.
There were other, rather more commonplace reasons for Vygotsky's
increased interest in the understanding of the dynamics of feelings in reading
(and reciting) literature and poetry. From the time of return to Gomel' after
1917 until his departure for Moscow in 1924, Vygotsky taught literature in
Gomel' (see chapter 1), and the issue of his students' understanding of
literature became important. He dealt with the issue by delivering a talk at a
local conference on the methods of teaching literature (Vygotsky, 1922a). It
was in 1922/3 that he extended his analytic interest in the study of the
reception of literature to the experimental realm, organizing some psycholo-
gical experiments on that topic at the Gomel' Pedagogical College. The link
between his pragmatic-analytic and experimental psychological work can
be found in his efforts to understand the means by which Ivan Bunin's short
story "Easy breathing", or "Gentle breath"2 ("Legkoe dykhanie") evokes a
reaction in the recipient - a reaction that is contradictory to the prevailing
descriptive material in the short story. Perhaps in the case of "Easy brea-
thing" even more than in his analyses of the fables, Vygotsky's main idea
that the form and content of a literary text are in contradiction with one
another, can be seen.
2W> prefer to translate legkoe dykhanie as "easy breathing", even though it has been
rendered "Gentle Breath" in the English translation of Vygotsky (1971, pp. 145-56).
Vygotsky's emphasis was clearly on the process of breathing, not "breath".
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Complexity of Composition: "Easy Breathing" in the Midst of a
Life Full of Hopes, Drama, and Tragedy
Bunin's short story was published in 1916, four years before its non-
communist author left Soviet Russia for France. It constituted a highly
complicated and dense narrative, in terms of the organization of described
events, the author's selection of some rather than other events for descrip-
tion, and, finally, an episode in conclusion from which the novella got its
name.
The short story by Bunin covers a fixed set of events in the life of a young
girl Olya Meshcherskaja, as well as in the life of an unnamed teacher of hers
(klassnaya dama) whose brother (a friend of Olya's father) took Olya's
virginity. From a sub-plot we learn that the brother also supported the
klassnaya dama until he died. Furthermore, the klassnaya dama - who
learns about the fact of her brother's role in making Olya a woman while
trying to scold Olya for her hairdo — becomes strongly attached to Olya
after the girl is shot by an officer whom Olya had promised to marry but
later told that she had never seriously considered marrying, giving him her
diary to read as a proof of her infidelity. After reading the diary the officer
shoots Olya in a crowded railway station. If we were to look at the short
story as a mere reflection of life, all this could be seen as a rather mundane
narrative about the fall and tragic death of Olya, and of the sequence of
imaginary attachments in the klassnaya dama. However, by narrating
(through the memory of the klassnaya dama) an episode overheard by her
earlier - of Olya's discussion with a friend about female beauty - the whole
story acquires a new meaning. Bunin, starting from a girlish description of
"what female beauty should be like" (dark eyes, black eyelashes, small feet,
small breasts, etc.; Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 335), introduces the idea of
"easy breathing" (legkoe dykhanie) through a brief description of Olya's
childish words, followed by the final pointe of the whole story:
"But the mam thing is, you know what? — Easy breathing. But I do have it — do
listen how I breathe, true, isn't it?" Nowadays that easy breathing again
scatters around in the world, in that cloudy sky, in that cold spring wind ...
(Bunin, 1916/1984, p. 265; quoted in Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 335)
It can be seen that the connection of Olya's words with that "cloudy sky"
and that "spring wind" creates the dialectical leap from the meaning of the
story as it had unfolded before, to a state of emotional and philosophical
complexity which does not succumb to rational analysis. Vygotsky expli-
citly analyzed the role of "that" in making the generalization:
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"Legkoe dykhanie! A ved' ono u menya est', — ty poslushai, kak ya vzdykham
— ved' pravda, est'?" It Is as if we hear the very inspiration [vzdokh], and in
this story that sounds comical and is written in a funny style we suddenly
discover a very different sense when we read the final, catastrophic words of the
author: "Nowadays that easy breathing again scatters around in the world, in
that cloudy sky, in that cold spring wind..." These words close the circle,
bring the end to meet the beginning. How much a small word can mean and
what immense plangency it can bring to a literary phrase. In this present
phrase, carrying all the catastrophe of the story, the key role is held by the
word "that" easy breathing. "That" refers to the air that is just mentioned, to
the easy breathing that Olya Meshcherskaja asked her girlfriend to listen to,
and further again lead to the catastrophic words "in that cloudy sky, in that
cold spring wind." These three words make the idea of the story concrete and
united. The story begins from a description of cloudy sky and cold spring
wind. It is as if the author with the final words summarizes the whole story:
that everything that took place, all that constituted life, love, murder, death of
Olya Meshcherskaja — all that in essence is only one event — that easy
breathing again disseminated in the world, in that cloudy sky, in that cold
spring wind. And all the description of the grave, of April weather, of grey
days, and cold winds that the author gave earlier, as if concentrated into one
point, included and introduced in the story: the story suddenly acquires new
sense and new expressive meaning... (Vygotsky, 19251/1986, pp. 200—1)
This long quotation illustrates how Vygotsky analyzed the language used
by Bunin to lead the reader of "Easy breathing" to the formation of a
holistic complex of feelings that encompass the world. By moving the
concept of "easy breathing" from the context of an adolescent girl's chatter
to the context of a world in which people love and murder, the author
created a powerful artistic generalization effect. That effect, as depicted by
Vygotsky, was similar to the emotional synthesis produced by fables.
Vygotsky tried to analyze the rime structure of the depicted events of
"Legkoe dykhanie". He was obviously fascinated by the way in which
Bunin was capable of giving the story a pointe that (as with fables) leads the
reader to an affective conclusion that is qualitatively more complex than the
interdependent feelings that escalate during the story, as it moves back and
forth between the present and the past.
Vygotsky's main puzzle in the case of the story about Olya Meshchers-
kaja was that, by virtue of the brief pointe, the story was no longer a story of
the life of Olya and her tragic fate, but about something else. It creates a
highly complex affective resolution in the reader, which seemed to fascinate
Vygotsky as a curious puzzle that as a dedicated literary critic he found hard
to solve. The importance of "Easy breathing" for Vygotsky can be seen in
the fact that he included the full text of the short story in the appendix of his
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The Psychology of Art. Bunin was one of Vygotsky's favorite writers from
the time of his youth, so his concentration on this short story should not be
seen as an episodic case.
Furthermore, the idea of "easy breathing" became connected with
Vygotsky's life-course in another significant way: it was the connection of
that idea with Blonsky's (1922) assertion that the literary text is emotionally
received by the reader on the basis of the breathing rhythm while reading,
that led Vygotsky into his first experimental study of the reception of
literature. Blonsky, obviously, was not the first to come up with the idea
that "we feel like we breathe:" the idea was present in Santayana (1896; see
Ivanov, 1986, p. 516) and fitted well with the somatic-origin viewpoint of
emotions. However, Vygotsky's particular interest in the breathing rhythms
while reading literature was linked to his idea that the author's construction
of the text leads to the necessity of reading the text with a particular rhythm
of breathing, which in its turn leads to the production of a corresponding
feeling in the reader:
the psychic mechanism of poetry can be described by the following three
points: 1 the speech rhythm of the text creates a corresponding rhythm and
nature of breathing. Every poem or part of prose has its own system of
breathing because of the immediate adaptation of breathing to speech. The
writer creates not only the rhythm of words, but also rhythms of breathing.
When we read Dostoevsky we breathe different from when we read Chekhov.
The tone of the narrator is the rhythm of our breathing. ..the person breathes
in the way in which he reads. 2 For each breathing system and rhythm there
exists a specific organization of emotions, that creates the emotional back-
ground for the perception of poetry, specific for each work. "The person feels
like he breathes" (Blonsky). 3 That emotional background of poetic experi-
ence is the same or at least similar to the one that the author has at the
moment of creating, since in the writing of his speech his breathing rhythm
becomes fixed. From here - the "infectious nature" of poetry. The reader feels
like the poet since he breathes in the same way. (Vygotsky, 1926e, p. 172-3)
Vygotsky felt that "Easy breathing" had an underlying breathing rhythm
which would create the emotional background of easy breathing. It is here
that Vygotsky advanced his major general point about the relationship
between form and content in literary writings: the breathing style that leads
to the feelings of "ease" is connected in Bunin's short story with the horrors
of murder and death. However, as Vygotsky pointed out:
And instead of tortuous tension we experience almost painful easiness. This is
the nature of, in any case, that affective contradiction, of that conflict of two
opposite feelings, which seem to constitute the surprising psychological law of
the short story. I say surprising because in all our traditional aesthetics we are
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prepared for exactly the opposite understanding of art: in the course of
centuries aestheticians claim the harmony of the form and the content, and
that the form illustrates, complements, accompanies the content; and sud-
denly we discover that this is the greatest misunderstanding. Instead, the form
is at war with the content, fights with it, overcomes it, and that in this
dialectical contradiction between the content and the form the real psycholo-
gical sense of our aesthetic reactions is hidden. (Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 204,
emphases added)
Vygotsky here continued his Hegelian—dialectical line of emphasis on the
creation of a new emotional quality as a result of the dynamics of relation-
ships of form (breathing style, narrowly defined) and content. His use of
dialectical reasoning here (we can date the writing of this passage, at least in
its first version, to 1922/23 in Gomel', to the time where his first experimen-
tal work was started) predates the "dialectization" of Soviet psychology
which occurred later, and in which Vygotsky happened to be a participant.
His introspection from reading "Legkoe dykhanie" as producing "almost
painful easiness" shows how a sensitive intellectual was struggling with the
high level of complexity of the literary constructions used by authors to
generate very sophisticated feelings in the readers. However, by 1922
Vygotsky had moved from the role of a literary critic (who had the "luxury"
of relying upon his own feelings in the process of reading or attending
theater performances), to that of a teacher (who, inevitably, had to deal
with the inter-individual differences in the ways in which the very same
literary text was understood). His first experimental study involved asking a
number of subjects in the Gomel' Pedagogical School (N = 9 subjects) to
read "Easy breathing" (of which they had had no previous experience) in
different ways (aloud and silently), and to listen to the same story as it was
read to them by another person. With the help of the pneumograph, the
breathing patterns of the subjects were recorded (Vygotsky, 1926e). The
same subjects were also tested with another text ("A terrible revenge" by
Gogol). After moving to Moscow in 1924, Vygotsky replicated his experi-
mental results while working at Kornilov's Institute.
It is interesting to note that Vygotsky's empirical publication which was
supposed to present "the data" about the breathing rhythms of different
subjects (Vygotsky, 1926e) was not at all thorough in presenting those
findings. None of the original "breathing curves" can be found in his paper
(Vygotsky, 1926e). Instead, Vygotsky excuses himself for the lack of
detailed analysis of the data by reference to the small number of experi-
ments (ibid., p. 171), following that excuse immediately by an assertion that
the few data that were collected supported the author's prediction. In some
way (which he does not specify), he measured the correspondence of the
breathing curves and the "structure of speech" (determined by the rhythm
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of the text), and found that 92 per cent of the obtained curves showed
correspondence to the speech structure (Vygotsky, 1926e, p. 171). Different
texts were claimed to have led to different breathing rhythms (Bunin versus
Gogol), and the conditions of reading by oneself (aloud or silently) were
seen to differ from that while listening (ibid., p. 171). It was obvious that
Vygotsky's transition from the literary world (where his analysis of the text
was always done in depth and with great vigor) to the (new to him) arena of
empirical research in psychology (with all of its consensual expectations for
the number of subjects, etc.) was not a simple one. Vygotsky, contrary to
official Soviet historiography, did not "come and conquer" the new disci-
pline. He gradually moved into it, becoming involved in the social discourse
of reactologists at the Institute that had been taken over by Kornilov, and
developing further in his own ways, neither following anybody slavishly nor
dismissing them without a thoughtful analysis. He had no desire to become
a psychologist who produced only meticulous and careful empirical analysis
of experimental phenomena. He remained a philosopher/methodologist at
heart, who enjoyed discussing empirical projects and giving advice, but who
would not divert his energy into particular projects as such (see chapter 1).
Nevertheless, it was exactly this, more empirically-oriented, social discourse
at Kornilov's Institute in which Vygotsky would become an active partici-
pant (see also chapter 6).
From the Dominant Features in the Text to the Study of
Dominant Reactions
Given Vygotsky's early concern with the theme of catharsis in encounters
with art, it is understandable that his first research topic in psychology in
1924 at Kornilov's Institute was that of "dominant reactions" (see chapter
6). The issue that interested Vygotsky - how can qualitatively new emotio-
nal complexes arise in the course of reading? - continued in the more
laboratory-oriented domain of dominant reactions. As in a fable or a short
story (where a pointe that is disjunctive with the previous lines of feelings
can "catastrophically" lead the person to a new complex feeling), so in the
realm of ordinary reactions, where some reactions of low absolute intensity
may suddenly lead to a state of affairs where the whole complex of reactions
becomes dominated by them and acquires a new quality as a result.
Vygotsky's work on dominant reactions was not merely founded on an
idea borrowed from literary analysis, for the study had become a "hot
topic" in the discourse of Russian psychologists, due to the publications by
Ukhtomsky (1924; 1927) and other physiologists and psychologists who
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were also involved in related research. Vygotsky entered the discussion with
his publication. "The problem of dominant reactions" (1926d). To support
his theory the synthesis of new emotional "wholes" while experiencing art,
Vygotsky sets out to criticize Pavlov's reduction of the complexity of
psychological processes to the accumulation of conditional reflexes.
Ukhtomsky's idea of the dominant — the nervous center that at any given
time coordinates the unity of an organism's behavior — was far more appeal-
ing to Vygotsky (see Vygotsky, 1926d, p. 103). This is not surprising, since
Ukhtomsky's conception of the "dominant" - that of integration of the
nervous processes into a whole that may be novel relative to previous
history of the organism — has a structure similar to Vygotsky's "general law
of emotional reaction". However, in his article on the dominant, Vygotsky
developed his "general law," and set up the problem of the study of the
dominant in ways that would soon lead him to emphasize the instrumental
role of psychological processes in the development of the person. He stated:
Up to now, reaction has usually been studied as a response as such, to a certain
stimulus. Or, at best, the condinons of the dynamics of reaction in relation to
two or more other reactions have been studied. Here we needed to look at the
reaction from a completely different side, study it in a new aspect — not in the
role of a response to stimulation, but in a new role — that of diverting,
inhibiting, amplifying, directing, and regulating the dynamics of other reac-
tions. {Vygotsky, 1926d, p. 105, emphasis added)
Ukhtomsky's "dominant" was interesting for Vygotsky as a means of
linking his own theories of emotional synthesis in art reception to the
triggering of new holistic functional units in the human psyche as a whole.
Ukhtomsky's demonstration of the dominant at the level of the functioning
of the nervous system supported Vygotsky's theoretical notion of the
synthesis (in the same publication, he stated that he considered the reduc-
tion of psychological phenomena to nerve processes "lethal" for psychol-
ogy, and then went on to discuss Ukhtomsky; Vygotsky, 1926d, p. 101). In
this publication, Vygotsky presented empirical data (in the form of reaction
times and patterns by individual subjects) that emerged as a result of his
involvement, together with other young co-workers (G. Gagaeva, L.
Zankov, L. Sakharov, and I. Soloviev), in the laboratory study of reactions
(see also chapter 6). The important theme in the conclusions that Vygotsky
drew from these experiments emphasized the relevance of conscious pro-
cesses in the human psychological functioning along the lines of the "domi-
nant": a weak reaction, under conditions of conscious direction, can
become a "dominant" in the psychological sphere. As Vygotsky noted
(1926d, p. 123), "we are at the doorstep of conscious behavior" when we
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encounter the ways in which consciousness can re-organize the psychologi-
cal functioning by "biasing" some reactions to be dominant over others. He
had effectively moved into the wonderland of psychology where the under-
standing of consciousness, its relations with affectivity, etc., have always
been a formidable problem. To solve it, he extended his scheme that was
earlier developed in the domain of emotional reaction to include that of the
interdependence of conscious actions and the affective domain. In this
respect, it is obvious that Vygotsky's interests in the domain of art served as
the basis for his development in the realm of psychology.
Summary: Vygotsky's Understanding of the Dynamics of
Reaction to Literature
During the period of his active interest in issues of art reception Vygotsky
moved from the position of literary critic, who would claim the relevance of
the recipient's subjective understanding of the message, to that of a scientist,
who is concerned with discovering general laws by which a human being
encounters such a complex cultural invention such as literature. It is
interesting that in his efforts to connect art with life in general (see chapter
11 in The Psychology of An), he gave art a cathartic role in the lives of
people in the everyday world. Art could provide the "trigger" for the
synthesis of a person's revised world-view, as the person experiences
catharsis in his encounter with art. Vygotsky refused to accept two contem-
porary opposing viewpoints on art — that of mere decoration of life versus
"method of building life" (Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p. 328). Rather, he saw
the role of art in the construction of the "new man."
In terms of scientific discipline, Vygotsky's endeavors in the study of the
psychology of art went beyond the thematic domain itself. As Vygotsky
(1926m/1982) himself noted later, he saw his own analysis of the psychol-
ogy of art as an effort to devise laws of general psychology on the
foundation of the analysis of the structure of relevant materials:
I tried to introduce... a method into conscious psychology, to derive laws of
the psychology of art on the basis of the analysis of one fable, one short story,
and one tragedy. I started from the idea that developed forms of art provide a
key to [understanding] the undeveloped ones, as human anatomy does with
the anatomy of the ape. Thus, the tragedy by Shakespeare explains the puzzles
of primitive art to us, and not vice versa. Furthermore, I speak about all an
and do not test my conclusions on the [material from] music, painting, etc.
Further still: I do not test them on the basis of all or the majority of the kinds
of literature; I take one short story, one tragedy. By what right? I studied not
the fables, the tragedies, and even less so that fable or that tragedy. In those, I
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studied that which constitutes the foundation of all art - the natute and
mechanism of the aesthetic reaction ... the task of the investigation of art lies
in ... the analysis of the processes in their essence. (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p.
405)
Vygotsky was thus led from his theorizing about the psychology of art to
the study of general psychology. His Hegelian-dialectical approach was
there from the very beginning. However, particular conditions or specific
objects of analysis (e.g. "Easy breathing"), as well as changes in Vygotsky's
personal life (e.g. his move to Moscow and his immersion in the social
discourse of reactologists at the Kornilov Institute) were instrumental in the
further development of his ideas. Vygotsky's move from the analysis of
catharsis to that of the dominant had a developmental logic of its own. It
prepared him for the next step — the analysis of the role of psychological
processes in the life organization of a person — and for remedial instruction
for children with developmental difficulties (see also chapter 4). By moving
from art to psychology, Vygotsky could test his theoretical constructions
derived from one complex domain on another. His work in art enabled him
to tackle complex psychological problems and - the present authors would
like to claim - far more rigorously than investigators trained as psycholog-
ists per se, in his time or ours. It was to Vygotsky's benefit - rather than
detriment - that he moved to psychology from literary criticism and
education. It is no doubt a tribute to that background that his eloquent,
even if sometimes mystical, ideas continue to fascinate us in our search for
our own synthesis of ideas.
PARTI
The First Years in Moscow
1924-1928
Introduction
Vygotsky's Entrance into Institutional Psychology
The story of Vygotsky's entrance into institutional psychology has been
recounted many times, but unfortunately, none of the existing accounts
gives an accurate verjsipn of the events. The standard version runs more or
less as follows: in'192$ an unknown school teacher named Lev Vygotsky
from a provincial town called Gomel' delivered a talk at the Second
Psychoneurological Congress in Leningrad that left the audience speechless.
Vygotsky supposedly boldly and persuasively argued that psychologists
should study consciousness, an argument in flat contradiction to the prevail-
ing ideas of the time. Kornilov or Luna (here the story varies: some sources
claim that Luria heardTnT^alk, was extremely impressed by it and per-
suaded Kornilov to invite Vygotsky to Moscow, others state that Kornilov
himself took the initiative) heard the talk and the decision to admit
Vygotsky to the staff of the Institute of Experimental Psychology was
immediately taken. Vygotsky moved to Moscow and very soon a troika of
psychologists, Vygotsky, Luria, and Leont'ev, evolved. Working at the
Institute of Experimental Psychology this troika developecTthe cultural-
historical theory, which quickly became the dominant theory in psychology,
making Vygotsky one of the most well-known ^ syclrolôgïsts oTTiis time (see
> the introduction to part III).
Unfortunately, this story is untrue (see also chapter 6). First, Vygotsky
was no ordinary school teacher. As we have seen, he had set up his own
psychological laboratory, had performed psychological experiments, was
the author of numerous articles in various journals and newspapers, and
had been a very prominent cultural figure in Gomel' (a provincial town in
the literal sense of the word, yet possessing a rich cultural life). This in itself
makes it unlikely that Vygotsky was totally unknown in the scientific and
cultural circles of the Moscow of that time. In addition, Vygotsky had
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• studied and lived for four years in Moscow, which makes it probable that he
! had his friends and acquaintances there both in and outside the scientific
I world. He must also have visited the capital on a regular basis (recall his
acquaintance with Mandel'shtam). We would like to suggest, therefore, that
i Vygotsky was not totally unknown in Moscow, that he may have met some
j of the leading psychologists, and, it is possible, that he may have been
i invited to give his talk for precisely these reasons. This would adequately
^ explain the presence of a teacher from a provincial town at a conference
dominated by professional psychologists, physiologists, and physicians of
various orientation (mostly Bekhterevians), 3 conference which attracted
few pedagogues or teachers.
Furthermore, it was not only Vygotsky's plea for the study of conscious-
ness that resulted in the invitation to work at the institute of Kornilov, but
also the (act that he criticized Pavlov's and Bekhterev's reflexology, demons-
trates a reactolbgical, Kornilovian spirit. To support this argument [see also
cH5pter"6}rlei:us took at Vygotsky's presentations at the congress. (In the
standard version of the events of the conference, only one of his presenta-
tions is mentioned — and this often misidentified — whilst the other two are
retrospectively ignored.)
Presentations at the 1924 Congress
Perhaps because of Luria's (1976, pp. 38-9) rather vague description of the
content of Vygotsky's talk, several investigators of Soviet psychological
history (e.g. Joravsky, 1989, pp. 258—63) have believed that at the Second
Neuropsychological Congress Vygotsky spoke on "Consciousness as a
problem of the psychology of behavior" (published as Vygotsky, 1925g). In
fact, this talk was presented later that year - on October 19, 1924 -
at an "open conference" (otkrytaja konferencija] at the Institute of Experi-
mental Psychology in Moscow (see Kornilov, 1926a, p. 248). The real topic
of the talk that Luria was alluding to was "The methods \metodika\ of
reflexologiCat'and psychological investigation" (presented on January 6,
1924 and published as Vygotsky, 1926b). Although these talks have several
themes in common - e.g. the plea for an objective study of consciousness;
the references to the similar approach of Watsonian behaviorism - they
were clearly different.'
Apart from his paper on reflexological and psychological methods
\ Vygotsky presented two other papers at the congress. One was presented on
j the same day (January 6, 1924) and was entitled "How we have to teach
'Wertsch (1985, p. 8, n. 6} was, therefore, incorrect in identifying them.
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psychology now" and the other was presented several days later (January
10, 1924) as "The results of a survey on the mood of pupils in the final
classes of the Gomel' schools in 1923" (personal communication by Gita
Vygodskaja, April 5, 1989). We can see, then, that two of Vygotsky's papers
were based on his experiences as a teacher in Gomel'. Unfortunately, as far
äs we know, no printed accounts of these presentations exist (see also
Dajan, 1924).
I The third presentation was published and deserves our careful attention
as it may provide some clue as to why Vygotsky was invited to come and
. work at Kornilov's Institute (see chapter 6). Vygotsky's main strategic goal
in this paper was to show that reflexology as conceived by Bekhterev and
Pavlov had no right to assume the status of an independent school of
thought within psychology. It had shown results in the study of lower
organisms and processes, but had failed to produce anything interesting
about human beings (at the conference many followers of Bekhterev and
Pavlov presented their findings and Vygotsky polemically spoke of "the
poverty of their results at this congress;" see Vygotsky, 1926b, p. 38). As a
result reflexology's declarative statements that all human conduct could
be conceived as combinations of conditional reflexes remained unconvinc-
ing. Vygotsky argued that reflexology's main shortcoming was that it shied
away from the study of consciousness because of its inadequate conception of
acceptable research methods. Quoting from various works of Bekhterev and
Pavlov he showed that these researchers acknowledged the important role
of "subjective experience" (consciousness) in daily life, but deemed the
scientific study of this role impossible. Vygotsky went on to argue that
reflexologists who wished to be consistent should study these processes, but
with an adjusted research method. However, if they were to do so their
methods would mirror those of objective psychology and therefore the need
jfor a separate reflexological discipline would be obviated. In sum, Vygots-
Iky's talk combined a sharp attack against reflexologists and a plea for an
(objective study of consciousness.
To date, Vygotsky argued, reflexologists had refrained from the study of
consciousness as the study implied reliance on the subjects' introspectional
accounts of their subjective experience. In his view, however, this fear was
unfounded: it was possible to consider the subjects' replies to the experi-
menter's questions as reflexes in themselves, as objective verbal utterances
that reflected other, unobservable reflexes (that is, thought or conscious-
ness). After all, reflexologists (Sechenov, Bekhterev) had argued -that
thought was inhibited speech. So why, then, not study these inhibited
reflexes indirectly, through the objective verbal reflexes they caused? In this
way, starting from the assumption that the human mind is a conglomerate
of reflexes, Vygotsky argued thatjt_ would be an. adequate reflexological
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method to conduct interviews (opros) with subjects. Of course, such a
method would come dangerously close to the method of introspection used
by "subjective psychology." Vygotsky (1926b, pp. 34—5} made it very clear,
however, that he did not consider the subjects' verbal utterances to be
reliable accounts of their subjective experience, but as objective reactions
(cf. Watson's "verbal behavior"; Watson's view was discussed by Vygotsky
on November 17, 1924 at one of the closed conferences of the Institute; see
Kornilov, 1926a, p. 249), which should be studied as such by the experi-
menter. In his view the subjects were not privileged observers of some
internal world: their verbal reactions were simply reactions to internal
S\ reflexes induced by the experimenter. Or, to put it in Vygotsky's words: the
subjects are not witnesses testifying of a crime that took place before, rather
they are the criminals themselves at the moment they are committing their
crime. To rely on the criminals' (suspects') statements would be foolish, but
it would be equally foolish to ignore them (ibid., p. 45). It was in this
context that Vygotsky approvingly referred to Watson and Lashley who
independently came to similar conclusions (Vygotsky, 1926b, p. 43; 1925g,
p. 198). At the same time, his view of consciousness relied heavily on James'
paper "Does consciousness exist?". The idea that verbal reactions were
acceptible as scientific data rested on James' idea that each reflex in itself
formed the stimulus for a new reflex in the same or another system. The
degree of consciousness of behavior - and, therefore, the possibility of
verbalizing it - would depend on the degree of "translatability" of reflexes
from one system into another: unconscious reflexes, in this view, were
reflexes not transmitted to other systems. Consciousness, Vygotsky repeated
after James, is the experience of experience, as experience is the experience
of objects.
It is interesting to see Vygotsky (1926b, pp. 40-1) pointing out that
Watson's and Bekhterev's view led to a form of dualism: by ignoring the
reflex nature of consciousness they became materialists irftR?very restricted
domain of lower psychophysiological processes but idealists in the domain
of the psyche. This was the same argument he would use several years later
in his analysis of the crisis in psychology (see chapter 7).
Thus, we have seen how Vygotsky, taking a consistent reflexologkal
I point of view_["being more of a reflexologist than FavTov himself"), camejo
, ! the conclusion that consciousness could be studied objectively by interrogat-
- \ ing the subject. However, such a method would mirror that of an objective
(behaviorist-like) psychology. Consequently, there was no need for two
different sciences - reflexology and psychology - of human behavior
(Vygotsky, 1926b, p. 42; see also 1925g).
It is not all difficult to see why this talk would appeal to Kornilov, Luria,
and the other psychologists working at the Institute. Firstly, Vygotsky
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argued for a monistic and_ objective study of the^onscjous mind. This was
clearly the ideologically suggested approach and one that was subscribed to
by Kornilov and the various Freudo-Marxists (e.g. Luria). Secondly^
Vygotsky's method of studying consciousness was clearly in harmony with
Kornilov's own reactology (see chapter 6). Thirdly, Vygotsky attacked the
competing discipline of reflexology. By doing so, he temporarily mitigated
the dangerous possibility that leading Party ideologists (e.g. Bukharin)
would view reflexology as the science of human behavior (see Joravsky,
1989, pp. 258-61).
We may conclude, then, that the story of Vygotsky's entrance into
psychology is far more complicated than traditional Soviet and Western
accounts would have it.
The Institute of Experimental Psychology
By the end of 1924 Vygotsky and his wife had moved to Moscow where
they temporarily took residence in the basement of the Institute, accommo-
dation in the city being scarce. The Moscow Institute of Experimental
Psychology (formerly the Psychological Institute) had been founded by
Chelpanov, who headed it until 1923, when he was accused of being an
"idealist." As a result he and other members of staff were dismissed, and the
Institute was re-organized (see chapter 6). The new director, Kornilov,
invited new people to come and work with him - among them Luria - and
developed new research plans on the basis of his reactological world-view.
The idea was to study objectively the systems of reactions that constitute the
complex behavior of man (see Kornilov, 1925a, p. 244). The first task,
however, was to bring some order to the laboratory, which had suffered
from the years of economic disasters. Luria's account of these events
suggests that they should not be taken too seriously: "we were moving the
furniture from one lab to another. I remember very well that as I carried
tables up and down the stairs, I was sure that this would make a change in
our work, and we would create a new basis for Soviet psychology" (in
Levitin, 1982, p. 155). Luria's ironic description of the imbroglio at the
Institute shows one side of the picture. The darker side has been pointed out
by Graham (1987, pp. 8-9), when he observes that institutional reforms
often brought about the tragic dismissal of personnel who were often
replaced by young Communists eager for self-advancement. Moreover, he
suggests that these replacements were frequently people of inferior scholar-
ship whose enthusiasm for social reconstruction led to their appointments.
Whether this was true at the Institute is difficult to decide, of course. It must
be said that some of the relatively unexperienced men invited by Kornilov
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did become prominent members of Soviet psychology. It is difficult to
decide, also, which people Kornilov actively wished to invite. Luria, for
instance, was invited in late 1923 together with some of his fellow
. psychoanalysts from Kazan'. At the time he was primarily a psychoanalyst
with a bias towards objective studies of the mind (see chapter 4). Others
may have been invited because they — like Vygotsky — seemed to share
Kornilov's reactological approach.
The research program of the Institute was explicitly reactologist and most
research topics were rephrased in reactological terms. In later years Luria
sketched the naivety of the whole approach:
If my memory serves me well, perception was renamed "reception of a signal
for reaction;" memory - "retention with reproduction of reaction;" attention
— "restriction of reaction;" emotions - "emotional reactions;" in short, we
inserted the word "reacticwl" wherever we could, sincerely believing that we
were doing something important and serious: (Levitin, 1982, p. 154)
In practice, this approach left room for the study of a wide range of subjects.
Thus, the research projects included objectivist investigations into the
inhibition of associative reactions (Leont'ev, under the guidance of Luria);
i the associations of conditional reactions; the rhythm of reactions in relation
| to a person's constitution; an objective study of the sensitivity to pain; and
an investigation into the periodicity of women's reactions. But the objective
' study of more subjective phenomena was also possible; Zalkind, Fridman,
and Luria, for example, were very much interested in psychoanalysis and
read lectures about its possible association with Marxism, among other
things (see chapters 4 and 6).
The Institute undoubtedly played an important role in the development of
Vygotsky's scientific thinking. For one thing, working at the Institute
enabled him to meet several of the most prominent psychologists of his time.
He also had an excellent library and equipment at his disposal, in fact he
was literally living in the library. As lodgings were difficult to find in
Moscow at the time, Vygotsky with wife and child had for the time being
settled in a room in the basement of the Institute, a room which also
happened to contain the archives of the Institute's philosophical section
(Levitin, 1982, p. 37). One should not forget, however, that the majority of
the scientific collective of the Institute had been invited to join before his
arrival. Vygotsky was thus something of an outsider, conducting many of
.his activities outside the Institute. These activities were the study of the
j psychology of art, problems of defectology, pedagogical psychology, and
| (later) paedology.
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Defectology
Judging both by the number of publications and other criteria it can be said
that one of Vygotsky's most important areas of interest during this period
was defectology (see chapter 4). I. I. Danjushevsky, now working in the
CommissanïTôf Enlightenment at the Department for the Social-juridical
Protection of Children, had asked Vygotsky to occupy himself with the
social education of blind and deaf children. This work soon led to the
publication of a reader on defectology, edited and introduced by Vygotsky
(1924d-f). He also participated in the founding of the Institute of Defectol-
ogy, the director of which was Danjushevsky. Vygotsky was appointed
"scientific leader" of this Institute, his task being to inspire the doctors,
defectologists, and psychologists connected to the Institute, to coordinate
their activities, and to give them theoretical advice. Many informal seminars
and congresses were organized (see chapter 4).
It was in connection with his study of defectology that Vygotsky made his
one and only trip outside the Soviet Union. In July 1925 Vygotsky traveled
to Berlin, Amsterdam, Paris, and London, giving a lecture in London about
his defectological work (Vygotsky, 1925c; cf. Brill, 1984, pp. 87-9, for an
account of his talk). It was unusual to receive permission to travel abroad,
although far more common than it would become in later years. Vygotsky,
however, traveled well-prepared. It is instructive to see to what extent the
government wished to control the daily pursuits of scientists at that time.
Vygotsky received a document, signed by the Commissar — a rank equiva-
lent to minister - of Education Lunacharsky, and dated July 7, 1925. The
document (now in the family archives) contained detailed "instructions to
the delegate of the People's Commissariat of Education comrade L. S.
Vygotsky." Comrade Vygotsky was to participate actively in the conference
and to give his lecture "indicating the connections between our system and
the general principles of social education, as well as the scientific-technical
merits and methodological details of our system." He was allowed to
participate in the discussions "both for a better acquaintance with the
principles advocated by himself and for the matter-of-fact and principled
critique of other systems." He was to protest against the fact that he had not
been invited to the conference of the All-German Union of specialists
working with deaf children - in case this decision would not be revised -
and was to point out the harmful consequences such a decision would have
for the international cause of deaf—blind children and the conference itself.
He was also to state that the RSFSR was willing to join the international
society of deaf pedagogists suggested by French psychologists "if such a
society would not contradict the main principles of pedagogical work in the
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RSFSR." With regard to all other questions, such as the possibility of the
RSFSR taking part in an international society for the deaf-blind and the
foundation of an international commission for the education of the deaf-
blind, Vygotsky should gather all possible information and declare that he
would inform his government, which would answer in a short time any
question about the possibility of the RSFSR taking a role in these institu-
tions. Vygotsky received permission to type a summary of the lecture and to
distribute it among the psychologists attending the conference. Finally,
Vygotsky was urged to present a report on his activities to the Peoples'
Commissariat of Education immediately after his safe return to the Soviet
Union.
The Psychology of Art
The long and fatiguing train trips may have exhausted Vygotsky, for soon
after his return to the Soviet Union his health unexpectedly took a turn_|or
theworse^In the summer of the same year —'J925 — he was to defend his
dissertation, The Psychology of An (see chapter 2), but because of his
suddenly deteriorating state of health this was postponed and, finally, had
to be cancelled. However, The Psychology of Art was accepted as a
dissertation by the scientific board (protocol dated October 5, 1925) with
the following words: "To acknowledge the right to teach in institutes for
higher education. In view of illness exempt from public defence of disserta-
tion" (Vygodskaja, personal communication, December 19, 1988) and thus
Vygotsky became one of the very few receiving the title of doctor of
psychology without having defended a dissertation.
For reasons which are unclear Vygotsky's personal copies of The Psychol-
ogy of Art were lost - perhaps they were not returned by the publisher (see
below). Fortunately, many years later a manuscript of the book was found in
the private archive of the film director Eisenstein, a personal friend of both
Luria and Vygotsky (see also chapter 10), and it is this manuscript which
has served as the basis for the various republications of Vygotsky's disserta-
tion. It has been suggested (e.g. Joravsky, 1989, p. 257) that these republica-
tions are not fully reliable and the actual original may have contained
quotations from Trotsky and Bukharin which have been suppressed by the
editors. This seems quite likely - the list of errors and falsifications in the
republications of Vygotsky's writings is extremely long and quite impressive
- and it would partially explain the fact that the book was not published at
. the time. Until now it has repeatedly been claimed by Soviet scholars (e.g.
Leont'ev, 1986, p. 11; Jaroshevsky, 1985, p. 502) that Vygotsky would not
publish his book because he had fundamentally changed his line of thinking.
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But this story is untrue: the copy of a contract with a publisher has been
found in Vygotsky's private archive (Vygodskaja, personal communication,
May 1990) and from the related correspondence it becomes clear that he
counted on its publication. It is far more likely that Vygotsky's dissertation
was not published for ideological reasons (see also chapter 2).
Other Areas of Interest
In the spring of 1926 Vygotsky suffered another serious attack of tuberculo-
sis. Recovering in the hospital and sanatorium he managed to write his
other major manuscript of this period, the analysis of the crisis in psychol-
ogy. This manuscript showed a thorough TcnowIecTge of the psychological
literature of the time and prepared the way for the development of the
cultural-historical theory (see chapter 7). At approximately the same rime
his Pedagogical Psychology was published, a book summarizing much of his
research activities from the Gomel' period (see chapter 3). It was this
manuscript that may have stimulated Kornilov's decision to hire a provin-
cial school teacher.
Concurrently with these activities, Vygotsky developed his interest in the
origin of consciousness and the instrumental method as one of the key
concepts with which to study it. By 1927 the first ideas for the later cultural-
historical theory were appearing (e.g. Vygotsky, 19271; see part II).
Pedagogical Psychology
The development of our reactions is the history of our life. If we
had to find the most important truth that modern psychology
can give the teacher it would be simply: the pupil is a reacting
apparatus
Vygotsky, Pedagogical Psychology1
The textbook Pedagogical Psychology. A Short Course (Vygotsky, 1926i)
was the first of his few books that Vygotsky would see in print. Although
the book was published in 1926 there are reasons to believe that it was
written several years earlier. First, the way Vygotsky discussed several issues
(e.g. the role of reflexes in human conduct) and thinkers (e.g. Pavlov and
Freud) does not accord with the views espoused in his writings and lectures
which we know were written around 1926. Secondly, when Vygotsky
started work at the People's Commissariat of Public Education in July 1924
he filled out a form and listed under the heading of publications "A brief
outline of pedagogical psychology. At the State Publisher's at present" (see
Jaroshevsky, 1989, p. 72). It is very likely that Vygotsky was referring to
Pedagogical Psychology and it was already completed in some form by
1924.
The Basic Idea of the Book
ri The aim of Pedagogical Psychology was to present psychology's most recent
f findings to students wishing to become teachers at the secondary school. It
dealt with a variety of subjects thought to be relevant for the profession oïa
teacher. Vygotsky informed the reader about such widely different subjects
as the function of internal secretion; the nervous system; evolutionary
theory; classical conditioning; attention; memory; the origin of instincts;
'A motto taken from Hugo Munsterberg's Psychology and the Teacher.
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.moral and esthetic education; the advantages of mixed schools; the need to
inform children about sexual matters; and the origin of language. In the
selection of subjects and the level of treatment, the book did not differ
greatly from modern textbooks used in introductory psychology courses. Äs
is often the case today, the text dealt with several subjects that seem of
questionable relevance for the teachers' daily practical work, but in general
Vygotsky gave a well-balanced overview of the latest psychological findings
and his practical advice seems well-founded and sound. It is quite hard to
say which sources Vygotsky used in writing the book as it contains very few
references. TJhdoubtedly, he made ample use of the pedagogical writings by
his teacher and later colleague Pavel Jîlonsky {e.g. Blonsky, 1916; 1922).
Further, his general reactological world-view harmonized with that of
Kornilov (see chapter 6) and made ample use of the findings of Pavlov,
Séchenov, and Ukhtomsky. Finally, an important Western source of inspira-
tion was - as is evident from frequent quotations, references, and the motto
given above - Hugo Münsterberg's "Psychology and the Teacher" (1909).
Despite the fact that Pedagogical Psychology was a textbook, its general
! approach, as well as several of the subjects it deals with, Upartigilarly___
I relevant for a proper understanding of the development oTVygotsky's
thinking. Below we shall deal with various themes discussed in the book,
' j such as the role of education; the function of speech; psychoanalysis; and
' the creation of the "new man" in the new Soviet society. First, however, we
present the general approach to psychologjcalj^roblems advocated in Peda-
gogical Psychology. J
I Vygotsky began his book by stating that psychology was in a state of
turmoil, lacking a unified approach and common concepts. .This was a very
' popular theme at the time and one that Vygotsky himself was to elaborate
several years later (see chapter 7). Acknowledging the fact of psychology's
crisis, Vygotsky said that nevertheless in his opinion a solution for many
problems was within reach: Pavlov's doctrine of the conditional reflexes
would provide us with the firm basis on which a new psychology could be
built. At the same time Vygotsky realized that many problems still had to be
solved. While Pavlov's theory could explain relatively simple human
behaviors, Vygotsky argued, the more complex psychological processes
were hard to describe in reflexological terms. For this reason he felt obliged
to"continue using some of traditional psychology's concepts (Vygotsky,
1926i, pp. 8—9). It is clear, however, that he thought this to be but a
temporary compromise: at the time of writing Vygotsky seemed convinced
that all human behavior consists of (chains of) reflexes and that ultimately it
would be possible to translate psychology's old concepts into reflex termi-
nology. This conviction was obvious from his account of the origin and
development of human behavior.
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The Nature of Human Behavior
All human behavior finds its origin in reactions to stimuli coming from the
external world, as Vygotsky bluntly stated^ (Vygotsky, 1926i, p. 22). These
reactions have three parts: (1) stimulus reception; (2) processing of the
stimulus; and (3) responding to the~srifriulus. Although this scheme was akin
tcTrtiFreflex scheme. Vygotsky - following Kornilov - preferred to speak of
(j- "reactions*!. In his opinion reaction was the more general term — applicable
also to animals without a nervous system, and to plants — and should
' preferably be used in order to emphasize the fact that human beings share
the reactive nature of their behavior with more primitive forms of life
(Vygotsky, 1926i, p. 25). In practice, however, Vygotsky very frequently
referred to "reflexes" and relied heavily on Pavlov's,.th£ory of the condi-
tional reflexes..
How can one explain human behavior making use of the concept of
"reaction?" To Vygotsky children were equipped with inborn, innate
reactions. These were (1) unconditional reflexes (e-g. the sucking reflex),
arid {2} instincts (e.g. drinking; for birds, nest-building). The latter differed
from unconditional reflexes in that they seemed relatively "environment
invariant" and did not seem to require an eliciting stimulus to trigger jhe
behavior. They were intricate, "built-in*1 series of coordinated behaviors
and, thus, had a more complex nature than simple reflexes (Vygotsky,
1926i, p. 28). Both unconditional reflexes and instincts, Vygotsky stated,
had evolvednaturallv. He fully accepted Darwin's account of the mechan-
ism of variation and"natural selection - adding to it the recently discovered
fact of mutations — to explain the origin of these innate reactions.
„•^  Starting from innate reactions one could explain all human behavior.
.With the innate unconditional reflexes and instincts the newborn child has,
| in principle, at his disposal all the materials needed for even the most
I complex forms of behavior. Combinations of these innate reactions "led to
I the detection of spectral analysis, to Napoleon's campaigns, or to the
discovery of America" (Vygotsky, 1926i, pp. 33—4). To Vygotsky it was
Pavlov who gave us the key to understanding how adult behavior develops
from these modest, innate beginnings, for the latter's great achievement was
to detect that each and every unconditional reflex (innate reaction) can be
linked with environmental stimuli, thus producing conditional reflexes,
j Many years later he would return to this issue stating that, "whereas
[I Darwin explained the origin of species, Pavlov detected the origin of
' individuals" (see chapter 9). It is the conditional reactions, acquired in
'^personal experiences, that give our behavior its extraordinary flexibility.
Because the innate reactions in themselves have been "determined by
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environmental influences in the course of evolutionary adaptation,
Vygotsky considered the association of these innate behaviors with environ-
mental factors to be equivalent to "multiplying environment by itself"
Vygotsky (1926i, p. 33).
For Vygotsky all human behavior had in principle a reflex nature. Several
times Tn his book he made the additional claim that the reactions have a
motor nature. Perception, in this view, was based on eye-movements,
thinking was inhibited talking, and emotions were changes in the state of
internal organs (Vygotsky, 1926i, p. 15/39). He tended to believe - with
Sechenov and Watson - that thinking was based on muscle activity, and
claimed that "Imagining a complete paralysis of all muscles, one comes to
the natural conclusion that all thinking would come to a complete stop"
(Vygotsky, 1926i, p. 169).
It is unclear, however, to what extent he consistently believed in the
motor nature of all human behavior. In other passages of the book —
analyzing other mental processes — Vygotsky referred to processes of
internal secretion and other chemical processes as the ultimate foundation
of human behavior (ibid., pp. 50—5). Such an attitude probably boils down
to making the more general and less provocative — or profoundly uninstruc-
tive, as James (1902/1985, p. 12) would have it - claim that all mental
processes have a material substrate.
Vygotsky was well aware of the reductionist tenor of these claims.
One might think, he wrote, that having estaERshed the motor and reflex
nature of thinking, any difference between intelligent and conscious think-
ing on the one hand, and reflexes and instincts on the other hand, has
disappeared. In this view the human being would be a mechanistic auto-
maton, reacting to environmental stimuli (Vygotsky, 19261, p. 173). Sur-
prisingly, he wished to oppose this point of view.
How, then, did Vygotsky retain the idea of the special nature of human
thinking and behavior in general? In our view, during this period of his
-ji~ scientific development he was not particularly clear on this important issue.
One line of his reasoning was developed to show the differences between
animal and human behavior. According to Vygotsky animal behavior could
be entirely explained by reference to (1) innate reactions; and (2) conditio-
nal reflexes (which were themselves combinations of innate reactions and
personal experience) (Vygotsky, 1926i, p. 40). But human beings - and here
Vygotsky heavily relied on Marxist thought - differed in fundamental ways
1 from animals: they have a collective social history and do not adapt
I passively to nature. Moreover, they actively change their nature according
t to their design. This transformation of nature is reached by making use of
; joojaflin the process of labor. Through this reasoning — which was to
reappear (and in more elaborate form) to underpin his writings time and
M ' i
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again (see chapter 9) - Vygotsky developed the following explanation of
human behavior; human behavior can be fully explained only by taking into
account (1) innate reactions; (2) conditional reflexes; (3) historical experi-
ence; (4) social experience; and (5) "doubled" \udvoennyf] experience. This
last term needs some clarification. Vygotsky quoted Marx's spider passage
(in which Marx compared spiders and bees with human beings and conclu-
ded that the distinguishing characteristic was not the quality of their
constructions, but the ability to foresee the result; see Marx, 1890/1981, p.
193) to illustrate the concept that human beings consciouslyjilarjjthejr
activities and_fqresee the results. Apparently, he felt the need to reconcile
Marx's idea with the general reflexological approach and sought_for a
reflexological basis of planning activities and free will. The concept of
udvoennyj experience was to serve this function. It implied that the organ-
ism reacts twicer,the first time to external events, and the second to internal
eventSjJThe-fStcrnal) plan of Buttding a house would be a stimulus for the
actual process of building, whereas the plan itself arose as the result of some
' reaction to an external event. In this way, conscious activities are (1) really
reactions to internal stimuli that (2) arose as reactions to external stimuli.
I They, therefore, have a "double" nature and may be termed "doubledexperience."
In putting forward a reflexological approach, Vygotsky felt constrained
to explain the phenomenon of unity in human behavior: human beings dp
not seem to be at the mercy of myriads of incoming stimuli but show in their
behavior a degree of coherence and stability that suggests selective and
coordinating mechanisms at work. To explain this apparent coherence
Vygotsky had recourse to Ukhtomsky's concept of dominant reactions (see
also chapter 2). The environmental stimuli — compared by Vygotsky (1926i,
p. 45) to a crowd of scared people wishing to enter through the narrow
doors of some public building - compete for the motor areas (dvigatel'noe
pole) in the brain and only one'Slimutus will succeed and become the
dominating qne^ All energy from the surrounding pans of the brain will
flow to this field, thus making the organisnfïubordinate all other activities
to this one dominating stimulus and creating the impression of coherent,
well-organized activity.
Despite the general reflexological and reactological flavor of Vygotsky's
work at this time its importance should not be overempjusized. When
discussing the various aspects of teaching he seldom referred to the under-
lying reflexological framework and one gets the distinct impression that the
choice of subjects for the book and their general treatment was hardly
influenced by his methodological stance.
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Education
Vygotsky's view of the relationship between education and development as
expressed in Pedagogical Psychology was hardly original at this time, for he
made frequent reference to, among others, Blonsky's works. This view was
also difîëïënTfrom the~views he would espouse in the 1930s and for which
he was to become famous. His main tenet around 1924 was that pupils in
some fundamental way are really educating themselves, as it is new personal
experience that leads to the formation of new reactions {Vygotsky, 1926i, p.
336), and one wonders whether it reflected his own experiences in school
(see chapter 1). The only thing caretakers and teachers can do is to arrange
the environment in which children and pupils are situated in such a way as
to maximize the possibilities of the formation of new reactions. Vygotsky
emphasized the need for pupils to learn froni-tbeir own activities: their role
• should not be reduced to one of passively receiving accepted knowledge.
Whilst highlighting the importance of personal, private experience,
Vygotsky was opposed to the so-called "free_e^ij£at4gjL" movement prevalent
in the Soviet Onion at that time (see Kozulm, 1984). Children should not be left f
to themselves when acquiring new knowledge and wisdom, as this was equiva- J
lent to not educating them at all, leaving their development to the obno-
xious forces of the "street." Bringing up children necessarily means restrict-
ing their freedom of action, Vygotsky reasoned, sometimes in the interest of
the child himself, sometimes in the interest of the collective (1926i, p. 242).
The role of parents and teachers is and should be^normous: in forming part
of the children's environment and organizing this environment they will
steer the children's mental development to a considerable extent. This
emphasis was also clearly expressed in the definitions of education Vygotsky
provided. Early in his book he defined the educational (vospitatel'nyf)
process as the "process of social reform [perestrojka] of biological forms of
behavior" (Vygotsky, 1926i, p. 10). Later on he preferred Blonsky's similar
definition of education/upbringing as the "pjanned, goal-directed, intentio-
nalj^conscious influencing of and interferenœïrrtrïè"crîïïcrs natural growth
processes" (1926i, p. 67).
One catches a glimpse of Vygotsky's personal philosophy of life when
reading Pedagogical Psychology. He argued that teachers should be profes-
sionals stimulating the child to take an active approach to life, for life is a
continual struggle and the teacher should be a fighter as well as an artist.
Ideally, human life is creative labor, Vygotsky claimed. The person will be
transformed in this process of creative labor reaching new levels of insight
and understanding.
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Vygotsky, his daughter Gita, and his wife Rosa Smekhova during a filmed psycholo-
gical experiment.
The Plasticity of Man
There was some tension between the revolutionary pathos of those days
about the creation of a "new man" and the scientific findings Vygotsky
presented. On the one hand, he claimed that child behavior is not a
plaything of environmental forces: the development of the child, Vygotsky
argued, is always the result of a dialectical struggle between "man ancTthe
world," where the role of hereditary constitution is not smaller than that of
environment (1926Î, p. 62). This and similar remarks seem to indicate that
Vygotsky saw definite limits to the possibilities of transforming human
beings by societal reforms and was by no means an extreme environ-
mentalist.
On the other hand Pedagogical Psychology was by far Vygotsky's most
ideological book and contained many references to the prospects of the new
classless society and the possibilities of reforming human nature. Among
other things, Vygotsky referred to Marx's and Engels' analysis of economic
, substructures in society. He also reiterated the idea of the class character of
/ the social environment and its ideology and spoke of the class nature of the
l stimuli that fashion the behavior of each child. All education, then, in his
opinion, had its class background, a fact that was clearly supported by
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examining a capitalist society, where children were taught a bourgeois
mentality and morality. Fortunately, it was possible to "perform revolu-
tion's music" thereby creating a new society (Vygotsky, 1926i, p. 215-27).
One gets the impression that Vygotsky sincerely believed the Utopian
statements of leading Soviet ideologists and politicians about the future
communist state (see also chapter 4). He repeated, for example, the idea
that, having created the new society, communist man would live without
conflict. It was through societal reforms that the blessed transformation of
mankind would come true. "The revolution undertakes the re-education of
all mankind," Vygotsky stated (1926i, p. 345), approvingly quoting
Trotsky on the possibilities of transforming the human being. Voicing a
blend of eugenic ideas and progressive political thought (also advocated by
some of the Western leftist intellectuals of that time, among them George
Bernard Shaw (Gould, 1981; Kevles, 1985, p. 86)) Vygotsky added that we
should not "bend for the dark laws of heredity and blind sexual selection"
(1926i, p. 347). The unlimited plasticity of human material could be
exploited by organizing the social environment in the right way. The final
passage of Pedagogical Psychology (pp. 347—8) testifies to an almost
unlimited faith in the possibility of the improvement of man and deserves to
be quoted at length.
Man will finally take seriously the idea of harmonizing himself. He will set
himself the goal of bringing into the movement of his own organs - during
work, during walking, during play - the utmost precision, expediency, eco-
nomy, and, thereby, beauty. He wishes to masterjhe half-unconscious and,
after that, also the unconscious processes in his own organism: breathing,
circulation of the blood, digestion, impregnation - and within the necessary
boundaries to submit them to the control of reason and will. The human
species, which crystallized in the form of homo sapiens, will again be radically
re-cast and will master the set of intricate methods of artificial selection and
psychophysical training. This is entirely in accord with the developments.
Man first banished the dark element [stikhi/a] from production and ideology,
supplanting barbarous routine by scientific technique and religion by science.
He then expelled the unconscious from politics by overturning monarchy and
class-ridden society by democracy, by rationalist parliamentarianism and, after
that, by the fully articulated Soviet dictatorship. The dark element [stikhija]
was most strongly ensconced in the economic relations, but from there, too,
man will destroy it through the socialist organization of economy. Finally, in
the deepest and darkest comer of the unconsciousness, the uncontrolled
[stikhijnyi], the subterranean, the nature of man himself lay hidden. Is it not
clear that the greatest efforts of scientific thought and creative initiative will
be directed there? The human species will not stop crawling on all fours before
god, Tsars and capital only to bend obediently before the dark laws of
heredity and blind sexual selection! Liberated man will wish to reach a greater
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Equilibrium in the work of his organs, a more even development and wear of
nus tissues. By this alone he will bring the fear of death within the limits of an
adequate reaction of the organism to danger, for there can be no doubt that
precisely the extreme anatomical and physiological disharmony of man, the
exceedingly unevenness of the development and wear of organs and tissues give
the life instinct the morbid, frustrated, hysterical form of a fear of death. It
[the disharmony] obscures reason and nourishes stupid and degrading phanta-
sies about an existence beyond the grave. Man will set himself the goal of
mastering his own feelings, of raising the instincts to the height of awareness,
to make them transparent, of laying wires from the will to the hidden and the
subterranean and thereby raise himself to a new level - to create a "higher,"
societal biological type, if you wish — a superman.
This quotation shows to what extent Vygotsky was carried away by the
prevailing ideology and the revolutionary zeal of the time. It also shows how
far he had evolved from the dreamy young boy analyzing Hamlet's meetings
j with ghosts. The quoted piece voices an ideal of rational man which was
I probably nourished by Vygotsky's frequent reading of Spinoza (see chapters
' 9 and 14).
The fact that in sketching his Utopia Vygotsky once referred to Trotsky
and the fact that he borrowed Nietzsche's concept of Superman — as Shaw
did in his Man and Superman (see Kevles, 1985, pp. 86-91) - to sketch the
qualities of the "new man" have so far prevented the re-issue of this little-
known book in the Soviet Union.
Freud
As in the manuscript of The Psychology of Art (see chapter 2) in Pedagogi-
cal Psychology Vygotsky frequently referred to Freudian theory. The differ-
ence between them is that in Pedagogical Psychology there was no indica-
tion of a critical attitude towards the ideas of the Viennese magician.
Vygotsky seemed to accept Freud's ideas fully and, among other things,
suggested to future teachers that Freud had discovered the existence of child
sexuality and the origin of sexually-based neuroses. He also embraced
Freud's theory of defense mechanisms and devoted several pages to a
discussion of the concept of sublimation (1926i, pp. 79-84). Finally, in a
section of the book entitled "The Ego and the Id" Vygotsky presented
It Freud's personality model (1926i, pp. 179-80). It thus would seem that
j Vygotsky at the time - around 1924 - accepted uncritically a large part of
j Freud's thinking. Another possibility is that he simply wished to present to
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future teachers an unbiased overview of the contemporary currents of
psychology and deliberately refrained from giving his judgement.
Speech
Given that Vygotsky would later become famous for, among other things,
his view of speech, it is of some interest to look at his treatment of this
subject in Pedagogical Psychology (pp. 175-9). Vygotsky claimed that
philologists had established three stages in the development of every lan-
guage. These stages were, apparently, also present in child development. In
the first stage, speech is equivalent to the reflexive cry, connected with
emotion and instincts. In the second stage children detect their own cry and
its result: the appearance of the mother. Frequent combination of cry and
'/ mother will lead to a conditional reflex: the act of the organism is now
connected with the meanin.gjt has. Vygotsky claimed that "The cry of the
child already has significance, because it expresses something understand-
able to the child himself and the mother" (1926i, p. 176).
But in the second stage we still cannot speak of human speech, as the
meanings are strictly individual or restricted to a few child-caretaker dyads.
Vygotsky subscribed to the idea that originally in each language there was a
clear logical connection between the sound of a word and its meaning. In
that (mythical) period every individual understood why things were called
the way they were. Gradually this understanding got lost and only the sound
and the meaning rested. The disappearance of the logical link was caused by
the fact that many more people started using the words: gradually people
forgot, for example, that ink was originally black. The third stage, then, was
' characterized by the fact that all meanings were shared by all members of a
speech community.
The function of language, Vygotsky claimed, is two-fold: it is (1) a means
of social coordination of the actions of various people; and (2) a tool of"
f
 thinking. The two functions seem linked in Vygotsky's thinking of that time,
for he claimed that we always think yerball^_thinking is talking to oneself.
Generally speaking, we organize our behavior internally as we organize our
behavior externally towards others. Our thinking thus has a social charac-
ter, and our personality (lichnosf] is organized like social interaction
(obshchenie). This reasoning led Vygotsky to claim that:
In this way, the child first learns to understand others and only afterwards,
following the same model, learns to understand himself. It would be more
exact to say that we know (znaem) ourselves to the extent that we know
others, or, even more exact, diat we are conscious of (soznaem) ourselves only
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to the extent that we are another for ourselves, that is, a stranger (postoron-
nyj). (19261, p. 179)
This is the reason, Vygotsky concluded, why speech, the tool of social
interaction, is at the same time the tool of intimate interaction with oneself.
This general idea formed a consistent theme in Vygotsky's writings and was
quite probably based on Vygotsky's reading of Janet, and - through Janet -
ultimately on Baldwin's thinking (see Van der Veer and Valsiner, 1988;
Valsiner and Van der Veer, 1988).
Mental Tests
In 1936 Vygotsky was to be posthumously accused of abusing intelligence
tests by referring children to special schools on the basis of low test scores
(see chapter 16). In several chapters of this book it will be seen that this
accusation was patently faUe. In fact, in Pedagogical Psychology one can see
Vygotsky arguing for a cautious use of mental tests. Having explained the
underlying principle of Binet-Simon's and Rossolimo's mental tests,
^Vygotsky immediately made some critical comments. Although these tests
Scan provide us with some insights they have definite drawbacks, Vygotsky
(argued. In the first place there is no such thing as general giftedness:
Chekhov may have been a brilliant writer but he was a rather mediocre
medical doctor. Likewise, some children are gifted intellectually while
others may become creative artists. One, therefore, should be wary of
referring children to special forms of education solely on the basis of these
assessments of their intellectual capacities. This reasoning was in line with
Vygotsky's general plea for a well-roundecTeducation, including the stimu-
lation of moral, emotional, and esthetic development. He argued against a
one-sided intellectual training, stating that it is possible to discern not only
gifted thinking, but also "gifted feeling" (1926i, p. 115). In the second
place, Vygotsky advanced an ecological argument stating that the results of
mental tests are obtained in an artificial situation. There is, therefore, no
guarantee that they will be valid under the circumstances of everyday life
(1926i, p. 331). This line of reasoning was in accord with his general
thinking about the utility of tests and examinations in schools. In general, he
was against formal examinations because these tend to give us a distorted
picture of the true level of the child's knowledge and abilities (1926i, p. 74)
by making the child nervous and therefore the child performs suboptimally.
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Conclusions
In the preceding paragraphs some of the themes dealt with in Pedagogical
Psychology have been presented. It is clear that Vygotsky was greatfy
irifTüencëJTjy Pavlov's thinking at the time, but clearly saw its limits. In
chapter 6 it wlITBe seen that Vygotsky's views of this period were close to
Kornilov's reactological world-view. His Utopian ideas about the new man
in the new Soviet society, his sympathetic discussion of Freud's hypotheses,
his matenalistic approach to psychological issues, and his claim that man
was fundamentally different from animals were in complete harmony with
the generaf ethos of the time. The fact that Vygotsky had finished his
manuscript öFTêclagogical Psychology by 1924 may, therefore, have greatly
facilitated his entrance to academic psychology (see chapter 6). It would be
only several years later - when developing the cultural-historical theory -
that Vygotsky developed a distinctly_npvel^perspective in psychology.
4
Defectology
The term "defectology" was traditionally used for the science studying
children with various mental and physical problems ("defects"). Among
those studied were deaf-mute, blind, ineducable, and mentally retarded
children. Ideally a defectological diagnosis of a particular child and the
prognosis for his or her (partial) recovery would be based on the combined
advice of specialists in the field of psychology, pedagogy, child psychiatry,
and medicine.
Vygotsky's interest in problems of defectology probably came into being
during his work as a teacher in Gomel' but only became evident in_1924
with his first publications in this field. These writings reflected the work he
was doing at the subdepartment for the education of defective children of
the Narkompros, which he combined with his activities at Kornilov's
Institute of Experimental Psychology. Gradually he became active as a
consultant for the diverse specialists working with "defective children" in
various institutes (see chapter 1) and started investigating the children
himself. Luchkov and Pevzner (1981, p. 66) have commented that once a
week the most interesting clinical cases were diagnosed in a collective
meeting of psychiatrists, psychologists, pedagogues, students, and other
interested people. These meetings were conducted under the guidance of
Vygotsky and are said to have attracted up to 250 people. It would seem,
then, that Vygotsky and his co-workers were following the grand psychiat-
ric tradition of diagnosing and demonstrating patients in public. The
diagnostic protocols of these clinical sessions were preserved for some time
by Vygotsky's collaborator L. Geshelina, but, unfortunately, they seem to
have been lost during the war and after Geshelina's death (Luria, 1979, p.
53). Although, according to several contemporaries (e.g. Bejn, Vlasova,
Levina, Morozova, and Shif, 1983, p. 340) Vygotsky himself was a very
skilled clinician, this is not shown in his writings, which as a rule lacked any
clinical detail. Thus, in contrast to other writers in this domain (e.g. Janet,
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1926, 1929; and Wallon, 1925), Vygotsky seldom gave case histories to
illustrate his point of view, but stuck to presenting what he considered to be
important theoretical lessons to be learned from the practical work in this
field.
We do know that Vygotsky did invariably include among the subjects
who participated in the many experiments he supervised a number of
"abnormal" persons, such as deaf or blind children, persons suffering from
aphasia, or people diagnosed as schizophrenic. Feeble-minded children, for
example, were asked to solve the forbidden color task (see chapter 9) and a
number of feeble-minded children and schizophrenics participated in the
concept-formation experiments (see chapter 11). But nowhere in Vygotsky's
work can one find a clear and exhaustive discussion of the experimental
results of these "deviant" subjects. For an indirect account of several of the
experiments performed the reader should consult Zankov (1935a), who
faithfully followed Vygotsky's approach and dedicated his book to his
former teacher.
We may conclude, therefore, that Vygotsky's defectological writings —
although of potential importance for the practical work with "defective"
children - are of a rather general and theoretical nature.
It is important and interesting to study Vygotsky's defectological writings
from several points of view. First, they have some intrinsic value and
supposedly greatly influenced the development of defectology in the Soviet
Union (Bejn, Vlasova, Levina, Morozova, and Shif, 1983, pp. 333-41;
Luchkov and Pevzner, 1981, pp. 64-7). Secondly, they are closely linked to
his other work and — sometimes — provide a clue to an understanding of the
development of his thinking as a whole. Finally, a discussion of his work in
this field will show the various phases in his work. Starting from 1924
Vygotsky tried to formulate his own view of the "defective" child - a task
that was never completed and lasted until his death in 1934.
Early Writings: The Importance of Social Education
Vygotsky's first writings in the field of defectology (Vygotsky, 1924f;
1925b—d; 1925i) concentrated on the problems of deaf-mute, blind, and
retarded children, and culminated in his trip to Germany, Holland, Eng-
land, and France in the summer of 1925 (see the introduction to part I).
A common characteristic of these first writings isjheir emphasis on the
importance of the social education of handicapped children and on the
children's potential for normal development. This emphasis was closely
linked to Vygotsky's analysis of the role of any physical defect in the child's
life. He argued that every bodily handicap - be it blindness, deaf-muteness,
t *£.**•
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or a congenital mental retardation — first and foremost affected the chil-
dren's social relations, rather than their direct interactions with the physical
surroundings. The organic defect inevitably manifests itself as a change in
the child's social standing. Thus, parents, siblings, and peers will tfgaj^the
> handicapped child very differently from the other children, be it in a positive
; or negative way.
To Vygotsky this social fact was in its turn a manifestation of the
principal difference between human beings and animals. He reasoned that
for human beings - in contrast to animals - a physical defect will never
affect the subject's personality directly. For between human beings and the
physical world stands their social environment which refracts and trans-
forms their interactions with the world (1924i, p. 63). Therefore, in
Vygotsky's view, it was the social problem resulting from a physical
handicap that should be seen as the principal problem. To substantiate this
view he quoted the statement by a contemporary author that blind children
do not originally realize their blindness as a psychological fact. It is only
realized as a social fact, a secondary, mediated result of their social
experience (1924i, p. 68; 1925f, p. 52).
Starting from these premises Vygotsky reasoned that the social education,
based on the social compensation of their physical problems, was the only
way to a satisfactory life for "defective" children. In his opinion the special
schools of that time did little to provide such a social education. Being
influenced by religious and philanthropical ideas - remnants of a bourgeois
mentality that originated in the Western world - they emphasized the
children's unfortunate fate and the need to bear their cross with resignation.
t - jln contrast, Vygotsky argued for a school that refrained from isolating these
jchildren but, rather, integrated them as far as possible in the society. The
i children should be given the opportunity to live with normal subjects. To
this end Vygotsky argued for the necessity of carrying out an experiment
examining the results of joint education of blind and normal subjects
(1924i, p. 74). Emphasizing the fact that these defective children were 95
per cent healthy and had a potential for normal development he passionately
pleaded for the walls of the special schools to be pulled down and for these
children to participate in the komsomol, where they could be trained to
participate in normal fulfilling labor activities. By participating in the
pioneer movement the deaf-mute and blind children would live and feel like
the rest of the country. Their pulses "would beat in unison with the pulse of
the huge masses of the people" (1924i, pp. 75-6; 1925b, pp. 112-13).
There were clear Utopian undertones in his defectological writings of that
time. Echoing the general rhetoric and emotion of the 1920s he claimed that
"The social education that arose in the greatest epoch of the final reform of
mankind is called upon to realize that of which mankind has always dreamt
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as a religious miracle: that the blind would see and the deaf would hear"
(1924i, p. 71).
By participating in social life in all its aspects children would — in a
metaphorical sense - overcome their blindness and deafness. Vygotsky had
no doubts that such a social education was sorely needed. He repeatedly
stated that the old idea of there being some automatic, biological compensa-
tion for certain defects had been proved wrong. Thus, it had been shown
that blind subjects did not as a rule have enhanced hearing. In so far as they
outperformed normal subjects it was the result of their special circum-
stances and training.
The clearly optimistic tenor of Vygotsky's writings of these years was not
exceptional, nor were his ideas very original. The researchers present at the
Second Meeting on the Social-judicial Protection of Minors held in 1924
accepted resolutions that stated that the education of handicapped and
normal children was to become combined to a great degree and underlined
the idea that the first category should be trained to become socially valued
workers (Bejn, Levina, Morozova, 1983, p. 348). Vygotsky (1925f) was one
of the speakers at this meeting. The new ideas in the Soviet Union in
themselves reflected research developments and changing attitudes towards
"defective children" in the West, the only principal difference being -
according to Vygotsky (1925f, p. 62) - that in the West it was a matter of
"social charity," while in the Soviet Union it was a matter of "social
education."
Talking about the special problems of blind and deaf children Vygotsky
made some statements that were particularly relevant to the understanding
of the development of his thinking. Several rimes he reasoned that to learn
the Braille script does not in principle differ from learning normal script, for
the learning of both types of literacy is based on the multiple pairing in time
of two stimuli. Seen from the physiological point of view, in both cases
literacy was based on the formation of conditional reflexes, the sole differ-
ence being that different réceptive organs were conditioned to different
environmental stimuli. Blindness and deafness, therefore, to Vygotsky
were nothing other than the lack of one of the possible roads to the forma-
tion of conditional reflexes with the environment (1924i, p. 66; 1925b,
p. 102; 1925f, p. 53). The remedy was simply the replacement of the tradi-
tional road by another, and consequently, no special theory for the
treatment of deaf and blind children was needed. Ultimately, Vygotsky
reasoned, the eye is nothing else than a tool serving a certain activity that
can be replaced by another tool (1924i, p. 73). Accepting an idea put
forward by Birilev (1924), he stated that for the blind the other person can
act in the role of instrument, like a microscope or telescope. The step to the
other person - the cooperation with others, transcending the boundaries of
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individualistic pedagogics - was the vital foundation for any special pedago-
gics.
It follows from this that in the case of blind children the task for the
defectologist amounts to the connecting of symbolic systems and signals to
other receptive organs (e.g." skin, ear). In principle, this would change
nothing. Whether one reads gothic letters, roman letters, or Braille script
does not change the idea of reading. Therefore, Vygotsky could claim, that
''"Important is the meaning, not the sign. We will change the sign [and]
retain the meaning" (1924i, p. 74). The task of special schools or special
teachers was the training of these special symbol systems.
Deafness, Vygotsky claimed, is a less serious defect than blindness. It has,
however, more serious consequences: the lack of speech deprives deaf
children of social contacts and social experience. This is most unfortunate,
<"For speech is not only a tool of communication, but also a tool of thinking,
'consciousness develops mainly with the help of speech and originates in
(Social experience" (1924i, p. 78).
r Referring to Natorp and using an idea first formulated by Baldwin and
Janet, Vygotsky emphasized that a human being taken in isolation is only an
abstraction. Even thinking for ourselves we retain the fiction of communica-
tion. In other words, without speech there would be no consciousness, nor
self-consciousness.
Durmglhese years Vygotsky was of the opinion that special teachers had
to teach deaf—mute children oral speech, which in his opinion was the only
speech that could lead to the development of abstract concepts. Neither
mimics nor sign language were, therefore, to be allowed by the teacher. The
teaming of oral speech should be promoted by making the task interesting
for the children, by creating an atmosphere in which the children felt the
need to speak (1925f, p. 55). He therefore strongly advised the integration
of the teaching of speech with the playing of all sorts of games that elicited
oral speech in a natural way. In this way the child's interest in using speech
would be promoted. This position was a reaction to the methods used at the
time, which emphasized the technical sides of oral speech without taking on
board the idea that speech for deaf—mute children should be an instrument
of communication which they would like to use. Thus, by endlessly rehears-
ing the right pronunciation of particular words the children did not learn to
use speech as an instrument of social interaction, preferring mimics or sign
language to communicate their ideas. In Vygotsky's words, they learned
"pronunciation, not speech." In a talk given on May 25, 1925 during a
meeting of the Pedagogical Council of the Scientific State Council he
presented a detailed plan for the comparative investigation of various
methods that were in line with his thinking (1925c).
Taking the right approach we can create a new land for our handicapped
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children, Vygotsky concluded. Reiterating his idea that defectiveness itself is
but a social evaluation of some physical variation, he asked the reader to
imagine a land where blindness or deaf—muteness were highly valued. In
such a country these handicaps would not exist as a social fact. In a similar
way, the introduction of social education which would encourage handicap-
ped children to become socially valued workers, would eliminate the idea of
defectiveness as a social fact in the new society (1924i, p. 84).
These ideas give an insight to an understanding of the development of
Vygotsky's thinking. In the first place, it is evident that Vygotsky at this time
was still largely thinking in terms of reflexologv_. As we have seen, he
considered learning to read to be nothing 'other tHan the establishment of
conditional reflexes. Secondly, it can be seen that several ideas that were to
become of primary importance in later years are already being espoused.
,_--> Thus, Vygotsky mentioned the idea of the eye and speech as "tools" for the
, carrying out of some activity (reading or thinking, respectively). In connec-
! tion with this we can see the first formulation of the idea of mediation -
human beings having no direct contact with the physical surroundings and
having to rely on social others or tools. Also remarkable was his explicit
distinction between signs and meanings and his emphasis on the latter
concept. This attitude seems to contradict a claim often made, namely that
Vygotsky developed from a period during which he concentrated exclusively
on signs to a more mature understanding of the relevance of word mean-
ings. Although there is definitely some truth in this claim, the present
account of Vygotsky's very early defectological ideas shows that the distinc-
non was well known to Vygotsky and that he did not hesitate to opt for the
concept of meaning.
Flirtations with Adler
It was irt. 1927xthat Vygotsky's views on defectological problems underwent
a sudden change. Under the influence of the third edition of Adler's Praxis
und Theorie der Individualpsychologie (1927) he started emphasizing the
possibility of compensation and even supercompensation for children's
pliysical defects (Vygotsky, 1927c; 1928a; 1928u; 1928ab; 1928ae).
Adler (1927) had observed that we cannot really understand a person's
behavior unless we know its function and purpose. All organisms strive
after a certain goal and the task of the psychologist is to find this goal. It is
only after finding an imaginary line that can be drawn through the different
aspects of an organism's behavior that this behavior will start to become
intelligible to the observer. This imaginary line links all different aspects of
behavior - makes the organism into an individual - and points like an
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arrow to some future goal. This idea of goal-directedness or finality of
behavior Adler opposed to the idea of causality and reflex chains. Reasoning
that having only the knowledge of the causes of behavior would never
enable us to understand the unity and future course of behavior, he argued
for the functional, goal-directed point of view. Without the guideline of the
directional goal the organism would not be able to "master the chaos of
future" and all action would be a blindly "groping around" (1927, p. 2).
Knowing a person's intentions, however, one can more or less predict his or
her behavior, Adler reasoned. To support this view he gave the example of a
man contemplating suicide. Knowing his goal it is quite easy to foresee that
he would reply with the word "rope," when asked to quickly respond to the
word "tree." But without this knowledge of his intentions it would be
virtually impossible to predict the answer. All psychological phenomena,
therefore, should be understood as the preparation for some future goal.
Adler went on to posit that the — mostly unconscious — goal of all persons is
to be superior to others and to reach a superior position in social life. This
striving to be superior - or God-like in Adler's terms - is in itself ridiculous,
but suffices to explain the actions of individuals and their development.
Each inability or incapacity is subjectively felt as a serious obstacle on the
road to perfection that should be overcome at all costs. This is particularly
true for children, who are surrounded by adults who surpass them in almost
every possible area. The feeling of inferiority to adults is the child's most
powerful motive to develop, Adler argued (1927, p. 9). More important
than their real capabilities - which may be relatively poor or excellent - is
their subjective assessment of these capabilities, which usually results in a
feeling of inferiority. Both handicapped and normal children are motivated
by the single goal to become adult-like, and later - having become adults
themselves — to become God-like. They are constantly striving for a future
perfection, a future that will compensate them for their current sense of
inferiority. The whole possibility of the child's upbringing and development
depends on this feeling of inferiority (1927, p. 9). Characteristic for Adler,
then, was the positing of a striving for perfection which was caused by an
initial feeling of inferiority which in its turn was evoked by very real differ-
ences between children and adults. In chapter 7 of his book he summarized this
idea by saying that one can deduce "a psychological law of the dialectical
leap from organ inferiority through the subjective feeling of inferiority to
the psychological striving for compensation or supercompensation" (1927,
p. 57). The result of the striving for compensation might be successful -
normal development or even superior development - or might result in
failure. In the latter case, neuroses - which Adler considered to be unsuc-
cessful attempts at compensation for felt inferiority — would develop.
In several ways this theory harmonized with Vygotsky's earlier ideas
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regarding the problems of defectology. First, Adler's view was moderately
optimistic in that it posited that inferiority ("defects") might be overcome,
and that the struggle for compensation might even result in supercompensa-
tion. Secondly, Adler's emphasis on the struggle for social position was at
least compatible with the view that for "defective" children it was of vital
importance to attain a position in the "collective" or society as a whole.
Thirdly, and connected with the first two points, Adler's theory de-
emphasized the idea of an organic disposition for inferiority, underlining the
idea of future compensation. Elaborating on this theme he called his own
theory a "positional" theory - because of the emphasis on social position -
as opposed to the "dispositional" theories that stressed organic dispositions
(Adler, 1927, p. 56). Similarly, Adler's future-oriented theory posited a
welcome alternative to Freud's emphasis on the relevance of past experience
(Vygotsky, 1927c, p. 37; 1928v, p. 161).
These and other ideas were enthusiastically welcomed by Vygotsky. At
first he particularly liked the idea that the compensatory tendencies would
automatically, naturally originate in the "defective" child. The defect in
itself formed the primary stimulus for the development of the personality
and the educational process could make use of these natural tendencies
(Vygotsky, 1927c, pp. 40-1; 1928ae, p. 183).
What a liberating truth for the pedagogue: the blind develops a psychological
superstructure on the failing function, that has a single task - to replace
vision; the deaf with all means develop means to overcome the isolation and
seclusion of muteness!... [We] did not know that a defect is not only
psychological poverty, but also a source of richness, not only weakness, but
also a source of strength. (Vygotsky, 1927c, pp. 40-1)
The use of the word "superstructure" is, of course, hardly accidental.
Vygotsky deliberately chose this term to suggest an analogy with Marx's
economic and sociological points of view.
There is no doubt that Vygotsky at first fully believed in the existence of
(super)compensation and in the correctness of Adler's view on these mat-
ters. Time and again he repeated the account of Adler's theory given above,
quoted parts of it (using mainly chapters 1 and 7 of Adler's book) and
argued its vital importance. Giving the example of vaccination and the
resulting "superhealth" of the child he claimed that supercompensation by
the organism was an omnipresent phenomenon in biology that had been
scientifically established beyond any reasonable doubt (Vygotsky, 1927c, p.
34). He did realize, again following Adler, that for "defective" children the
attempts to compensate for a defect might lead to failure, but stressed that
the possibility of supercompensation in itself showed "like a beacon" the
road educational efforts should take (Vygotsky, 1927c, p. 46).
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It is interesting to see how Vygotsky tried to integrate Adler's theory with
his own still partially reflexological thinking and with Marxist ideology. We
have seen above how he defined education as the establishment of conditio-
nal reflexes and saw no distinction in principle between the education of
defective and other children in this respect. By 1927 he still claimed this -
and on the basis of this idea even posited the "complete re-educability of
human nature" {Vygotsky, 1928v, p. 155} — but at the same time stated that
this was only one side of the matter and began to emphasize the deeply
unique nature of each defective child, which called for a special system of
education (1927c, p. 43; 1928ae, p. 182).
Vygotsky considered Adler's emphasis on the goal-directed nature of all
behavior to be in line with Pavlov's concept of the goal reflex (refleks cell)
and he repeatedly remarked that Adler had referred to Pavlov in this respect
(Vygotsky, 1927c, p. 44; 1928a, p. 96; 1928v, p. 158; 1929m, p. 11).
Vygotsky even went as far as to claim that his own earlier research of the
phenomena of dominant reactions (1926d) could likewise be explained with
the help of the concept of supercompensation (1927e, p. 45). His conclusion
was, that "If the doctrine of conditional reflexes sketches the horizontal
aspect of the person, then the theory of supercompensation gives his
vertical" (1927c, p. 49). Here he was paraphrasing the words of the emigre
philosopher Semyon Frank as Jaroshevsky (1989, p. 125) pointed out.
The possible reconciliation of Adler's individual psychology with Marxist
thinking was at first rather an open question to Vygotsky. If anything, he
thought that they might be integrated. Thus, he noted that Adler was active
in the socialist movement and had regularly referred to the writings of Marx
and Engels. Repeating approvingly the lines by Adler quoted above in the
short sketch of his theory, he argued that individual psychology was
dialectical, because of its claim that defects would result in their opposite
and for its emphasis on the continuous development towards a future goal
(Vygotsky, 1928v, p. 157). Adler's theory was also decidedly social in its
emphasis on the socially felt inferiority and the striving for a socially
satisfactory position. Moreover, Adler underlined an idea of social struggle
that Vygotsky found compatible with the thinking of Darwin and Marx. He
found the idea that an organism that is fully adjusted to its environment
would have no need to develop characteristic of both Adler and Darwin. It
is precisely the state of not being adjusted that causes species or individuals
to develop and leaves potential for development and education (1927c, p.
37-8; 1928a, p. 96; 1928v, p. 162). By 1928, however, Vygotsky's position
had changed slightly. While still presenting Adler's theory with enthusiasm
he now added that Adler's main philosophical positions were marred by
their metaphysical elements and that it was only his practice that was
interesting (Vygotsky, 1928v, p. 156). Theoretically speaking he now
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considered Adler's individual psychology to be a curious mixture of the
natural-scientific approach, on the one hand, and the idealist approach on
the other hand (Vygotsky, 1928v, pp. 164—5; see also chapter 7).
The acceptance of Adler's general theoretical views did not change all of
Vygotsky's views on more specific defectological problems. He continued to
see speech as the liberating factor in the life of blind children, claiming that
"blindness would be overcome by the word" (1928a, p. 95; 1928ae, p. 184)
and still insisted that speech exercises should be made interesting for deaf
children, thereby creating an inner need to speak orally (Vygotsky, 1927c,
p. 47). His rhetoric, too, was still there and led Vygotsky to evoke the
slightly grotesque image of "the new blind man" in the new society (1928a,
p. 100).
However several concepts had definitely changed in Vygotsky's thinking.
For instance, his adoption of a more structural view of personality. Pre-
viously Vygotsky had claimed that blindness was nothing other than the loss
of one instrument that could simply be replaced by another, but he now
realized that to this "horizontal" truth should be added a "vertical" truth and
stated that "blindness is not only the lack of vision ... it causes a deep
restructuring of all the forces of the organism and the personality" (1928a,
p. 86/89). He now believed that a handicap such as blindness causes a
reorganization of the whole mind, involving the use of other ways, instru-
ments, and means to reach the same goals (1929m, p. 12). These views con-
stituted a first step towards his later structural views regarding the inter-
functional connections.
The Cultural-Historical Approach
From 1928 the general direction of Vygotsky's defectological writings
changed. A paper published the next year (1929m) clearly marked the
transition from Adlerian theory to the cultural-historical approach. It
combined the last complete discussion of Adlerian ideas with the presenta-
tion of a whole new set of ideas, such as those of instruments, of lower and
higher functions, of primitivism etcetera, all of them characteristic of what
was to be called the cultural-historical theory (see chapter 9).
That is not to say that Adlerian ideas vanished from Vygotsky's writings
without leaving a trace. Elements of Adler's theory were still present in later
years (see Vygotsky, 1928ah, pp. 176-9 with a reference to the Society for
Individual Psychology, 1928ab, p. 172; 1929y, pp. 139-41), but they were
presented without the earlier emphasis and enthusiastic quotations, and
without, in fact, even mentioning Adler's name. The definitive break from
Adler's views was only articulated in Vygotsky (1931o, pp. 119-21), when
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he claimed that the objective opportunities present in the child's collective
were more important for the possibility of compensation than the child's
subjectively felt inferiority.
Nor do we wish to say that clues to the cultural-historical approach had
not surfaced in Vygotsky's writings during or even before his flirtation with
Adler: several elements of a cultural-historical approach seemed to be
present before its actual formulation. To give an example, we find the idea
that human psychological functions are "artificial, social, technical" as early
as 1928 (Vygotsky, 1928c, p. 95). It may well be that the origins of
Vygotsky's and Luria's cultural-historical theory can be found, to a great
extent, in the domain of defectological research. It was not only facts like
the existence of the Braille script that may have led Vygotsky to think of
psychological functioning as tool-use, but there was also a body of writings
in this field that may have stimulated his thinking towards the formulation
of the cultural-historical theory. An example would be the writings by
Petrova (1925) and Vnukov (1925) on "primitive" children (see below).
In a paper given in 1929, having first presented Adler's ideas Vygotsky
referred extensively to Petrova (1925) and presented the outlines of a
cultural-historical conception of defectological issues (Vygotsky, 1929m).
Here we will only give the bare outlines of this theory in so far as it is
necessary for an understanding of Vygotsky's new understanding of defec-
tological problems, leaving a detailed discussion of the cultural-historical
theory for chapter 9.
Vygotsky now reasoned that the problems of "defective" children
resulted from a mismatch between their deviant psycho-physiological orga-
nization and the available cultural means. For normal children the assimila-
tion or "ingrowing" (vrastanie) in their culture would constitute no prob-
lem. Studying these children it is difficult to distinguish between their
mastering of culture and the maturational processes. For normal children
the natural and cultural spheres (plany) intertwine and merge, forming a
single social-biological sphere of development.
Vygotsky reasoned that for the model child, development can be seen as a
process of armament and rearmament (see chapter 9). The child masters
different cultural means (arms) only to discard them later on for the
mastering of other, more powerful cultural instruments. To him the
development of the natural functions (e.g. natural memory) was insigni-
ficant and could never fully explain the great differences between adult and
child. This view implied that developing children become not more but
rather otherwise developed, making use of another set of instruments.
Vygotsky, consequently, opposed all diagnostic procedures that were based
on a purely quantative approach.
An example of the use of a cultural instrument would be the counting
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procedures we use. When asked to state which of two groups contains more
objects, instead of assessing the amounts directly, we start an elaborate
counting procedure. This intermediate operation can take various forms,
e.g. one can use one's fingers or count mentally, but always involves
cultural, roundabout ways of reaching the goal (1928ab, pp. 166-7).
All cultural instruments, sign and tool alike, are fundamentally societal or
social means (1928ab, p. 166). They originated in the history of mankind as
the product of living together in groups and will have to be mastered again
by each child in social interaction. In a way, Vygotsky reasoned, these
techniques are directed at controlling our own behavior, like tools are
destined to control nature. The most important cultural tool is speech and,
therefore, the fate of the child's whole cultural development depends on
whether he or she masters the word as the main psychological tool (1929m,
p. 26).
Vygotsky's combination of the idea of mastering tools with the idea of the
social origin of higher psychological functions relies on Janet's law that
psychological functions appear twice in the life of a subject: first, as an
interpersonal function, then as an intrapersonal function (Vygotsky, 193 lg,
p. 197). His favorite example to illustrate this was that of speech, which first
serves an interpersonal, communicative function and then stans to be used
as an intrapersonal instrument of thinking (193 lg, pp. 198-202). Tools,
therefore, can be called social in two senses: they were developed in the
history of mankind by groups of collaborating people and they have to be
mastered by each individual child again in a process of social interaction.
This reasoning led Vygotsky to conclude that
The development of higher psychological function*, is only possible along the
roads of their cultural development, whether it proceeds along the line of the
mastering of external cultural means {speech, wrinng, arithmetic) or along the
line of internally making perfect the psychological functions themselves (ela-
boration of voluntary attention, logical memory, abstract thinking, concept-
formation, freedom of will, etcetera). (1928ab, p. 173)
The distinction between a natural line of development and a cultural line
of mastering socially originated instruments seemed to be confirmed by the
examples of children who had difficulties in mastering culture. One resuit of
not having "ingrown" sufficiently into human culture was the case of "child
primitivism", a concept which, according to Vygotsky, met with no resist-
ance at that time, although he acknowledged that it was somewhat conten-
tious. To Vygotsky a child-primitive (rebenok-primitiv) was a child that did
not go through his or her cultural development, or, to be more precise,
found him- or herself on the very lowest rungs of cultural development.
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The notion of the child-primitive was taken from various studies of that
time, notably one by Petrova (1925). Petrova - who in her turn took
inspiration from the well-known studies done by Lêvy-Bruhl and Thurn-
wald (see chapter 9) - had essentially done with children what Luria would
do six years later with Uzbek peasants. She had presented the children with
syllogisms, used the method of free association, and had asked the children
to find common properties between several objects, to give the genene name
for them, etcetera. On the basis of this approach she distinguished between
primitive and non-primitive children (Petrova, 1925, p. 60). Primitive chil-
dren reacted in much the same way as Luria's subjects, that is, they refused to
draw conclusions from premises describing situations they did not know
personally, judged from their own limited experience, and they gave
"poor," concrete definitions of objects; in general they knew very little of
the world. For Petrova this type of primitivism or nekul'tumost was
especially prevalent among the peasantry who, more than others, had
suffered from the feudal system (1925, p. 63). Discussing the answers of
several children in great detail she concluded that primitivism was in itself
not necessarily tied to a low degree of giftedness - indeed, it sometimes
manifested with high intelligence - and could be overcome by the right type
of education (1925, p. 91). From this description it can be seen that Petrova
used "primitive" in the sense of "uneducated." Children without the benefit
of a good education would reason poorly, give insufficiently sophisticated
answers, lack important cultural knowledge, in other words, would be
"primitive."
^»5 This reasoning was in line with Vygotsky's ideas and he praised Petrova
for her fascinating study. What he particularly liked was the distinction
between feeble-mindedness and primitivism, taking them as reflecting the
natural and cultural lines of development. The child-primitive was perfectly
healthy and in this respect differed from the feeble-minded. Feeble-
mindedness Vygotsky considered to be the result of an organic defect that
hindered natural intellectual development and consequently prevented cul-
tural development. The natural development of the child-primitive might
have been quite normal, only he or she stayed outside cultural development.
Gradually he would elaborate this conception, pointing out the need for
distinguishing between the primary (natural) and secondary (cultural)
results of organic defects (Vygotsky, 1931f, p. 3).
If feeble-mindedness and primitivism are different categories with quite
different prognoses, then we should try to differentiate between them using
the right diagnostic techniques. It may be true, Vygotsky said (1929m, p.
25), that generally primitivism and feeble-mindedness go together, or better,
that feeble-mindedness causes primitivism. Nevertheless, they remain two
different phenomena - primitivism can exist without organic defects and
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defects will not automatically cause primitivism — that should be carefully
distinguished.
In general Vygotsky saw primitivism as the inability to use certain
cultural tools. Petrova's subjects, consequently, constituted exemples of
isolated (partially) natural development. The subject who, when presented
with a syllogism, would not decide an answer on the basis of words alone
demonstrated that she was capable of using words as a means of communi-
cation but not as a means of thinking. She was, therefore, blocked in her
cultural development and in need of special education (Vygotsky 1929y, p.
147).
The children with some organic defect constituted a much more serious
case. For these children the process of assimilating into human culture was
quite different, there was no easy merging of the natural and cultural lines of
development. Taking an idea from Kriinegel (1926), Vygotsky stated that
the defective child was not congruous with the structure of the existing
cultural forms. This was understandably so, because human culture was
created under the conditions of a more or less stable biological type and
therefore, its material tools and adjustments, its social-psychological appar-
atuses and institutes were adapted to their normal psycho-physiological
organization (1928ab, p. 170; 1929m, p. 22). The defect, calling for a more
or less complete reorganization of the child's mind, ruined the process of
assimilating into human culture. Vygotsky reasoned that the blind and
deaf-mute constituted, as it were, an experiment of nature showing that the
cultural development of behavior was not necessarily tied to one or the
other organic function (1928ab, p. 171; 1929J, p. 334). This natural
experiment enabled us to see the conventionality and flexibility of the
cultural forms of behavior (1928ab, p. 172).
If the distinction between primitivism as cultural subdevelopment and
dysfunctioning as the result of an organic defect is valid, then we need fine-
tuned instruments to make the right diagnosis. Vygotsky considered quanta-
five method's like Binet's to be insufficient (Vygotsky, 1928ah, p. 175;
1929y, pp. 144-8), but he was very interested in various studies ofthat time
investigating children's ability to use tools. He mentioned favorably the
work done by Bacher (1925), who — using Ach's concept-formation method
(see below and chapter 11) - had investigated children's ability to use words
as instruments for the elaboration of concepts (Vygotsky, 1928ah, p. 176)
and the work done by Lippman and Bogen (1923) applying Kohler's
method (see chapter 9) to the study of retarded children (Vygotsky, 1929y,
p. 146).
The consequences of these new ideas for Vygotsky's treatment of more
specific defectological issues were actually rather modest. He now claimed
that the potential for the development for defective children should be
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sought in the area of higher psychological functions (193If, pp. 4—6),
arguing that the lower functions are less educable, because they more
directly depend on organic factors. Because the higher functions develop in
social interaction through the use of cultural means, we should concentrate
our efforts on adjusting these means to the different needs of defective
children. A defect does not automatically lead to higher psychological
dysfunctioning but this occurs through the intermediary of the collective
(tools) that we can manipulate. Primitivism can therefore be corrected by
teaching children the use of specially designed means, such as the Braille
script and sign language (1928ab, p. 173; 1929m, pp. 24-9). Referring to
Eliasberg, Vygotsky also argued that the special schools should not restrict
their efforts to the teaching of simple skills relying on teaching with visual
aids, but should also try to teach the children the beginnings of abstract
thinking (1929m, p. 33; 1929y, p. 149). The compensation for an organic
defect was to be found in the learning of concepts acquired in the collective
(1928ah, p. 177; 193 If, p. 11). Of course, these views to a great extent only
reiterated Vygotsky's earlier point of view that defects had to be overcome
by the word.
In addition, Vygotsky's introduction of various cultural-historical points
of view such as the natural and cultural line of development and primitiv-
ism, was not at all clear and proved to be controversial. The concept of
primitivism implied a reference to an evolutionary point of view of human
culture, which not everybody was ready to accept (see chapters 9 and 16).
Furthermore, it was not clear what Vygotsky's point of view was about the
relation between natural and cultural development and how they were to be
defined: in one paper he stated that the deaf child left to itself would never
learn to speak, but a page later he claimed that the child left to itself, even
without any education, would spontaneously enter the road towards cul-
tural development (1928ab, pp. 171—2). This latter seemed in clear contradic-
tion with his new emphasis on restructuring, "feed-back" effects of the
mastering of cultural instruments. Arguing for the profound effects mastery
of cultural tools would have on the natural functions of the child, he
claimed that their old, natural ways of thinking would be pushed aside and
destroyed. There, thus, was a "deep conflict" and no smooth transition
between the natural and cultural line of development (1928ab, p. 169). It is
clear, therefore, that Vygotsky's view at this time was not without its loose
ends and contradictions (see also chapter 9).
There was one minor idea in this period of Vygotsky's writings that
deserves some attention: the idea of mixed-level groups as a condition
promoting cognitive development. Referring to a study by Krasussky which
had shown that when left to themselves retarded children formed groups of
mixed intelligence, Vygotsky concluded that the feeble-minded find their
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"living source of development" in social interaction with others who are on
a higher level than themselves. "This diversity of intellectual levels forms an
important condition of the collective activity," he concluded (1931f, pp. 7—
9). This idea anticipates the concept of the zone of proximal development as
traditionally understood (see chapter 13).
The Final Period: The Turn to Clinical Psychology
In the final period of his life Vygotsky became increasingly interested in and
knowledgable of the domain of deviant adult behavior. He read widely in
the field of psychiatry and clinical psychology and his topics of interest now
came to include, among other things, the study of aphasia, schizophrenia,
Alzheimer's disease, Parkinson's disease, and Pick's disease. His preferred
authors were, among others, Head, Kretschmer, and Lewin. Of course,
Vygotsky's writings in this field do not fall under the heading of defectology.
Nevertheless, some of them are mentioned here. The reason is that Vygots-
ky's work in the domain of clinical psychology was intimately connected
with his developmental studies. Seen against this background all classifica-
tions of his work as "defectological," "paedological," "psychological,"
"pedagogical" etcetera, are relative: he was a synthetic thinker who defies
such classifications.
Vygotsky's first excursion into the discipline of clinical psychology of
adults was probably his study of schizophrenia with the help of Ach's
method of studying concept-formation (this study will be discussed in
chapter 11 in connection with his concept-formation research). Suffice it to
say here that Vygotsky discerned dynamic similarities between the develop-
ing conceptual thinking of children and the disintegrating conceptual
thought of schizophrenics. The key to understanding both children and
adult patients he considered to be the study of word meanings.
The topic of word-meaning recurred in the study of Pick's disease
published in 1934 (Samukhin, Birenbaum, and Vygotsky, 1934). This study
was untypical of Vygotsky, because of its wealth of clinical facts: two
patients suffering from Pick's disease (a form of dementia) were described in
detail. The article gave their full life-history, details of the progression of
their disease, answers to the psychologist's questions and tests, etcetera. The
authors attempted to find the rationale behind all the patients' symptoms
and in doing so relied heavily on Kurt Lewin's notions of field dependence,
Aufforderungscharacter, and the like (see chapter 8). In general, in this
period of his life - between 1932 and 1934 - Vygotsky drew on Lewin's
work quite frequently, possibly because of his close collaboration with
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Lewin's former pupils, Zeigarnik and Birenbaum (see the introduction to
part III).
Conclusion
It has been shown that Vygotsky's defectological writings formed an
important and integral part of his whole theoretical approach, and as such
they reflected the several changes that his thinking underwent. Of course,
many of Vygotsky's ideas were far from original. He was both following in
the footsteps of experts in the field of "defectology" from the past and
dependent on the views that were characteristic of his time.
His pedagogical optimism regarding the development of blind and deaf
children may serve as an illustration. On the one hand, Vygotsky was clearly
defending the view that the possibly harmful effects of a physical defect such
as blindness or deafness could be fully overcome by creating alternative but
equivalent roads for cultural development. Blind and deaf subjects had a
potential for normal mental development — they might, perhaps, be seen as
I variations and not as aberrations of the human blueprint - and it waspossible for them to become valued and fully integrated members of oursociety.
In defending this view Vygotsky was pursuing an ancient and respected
tradition. Plato, after observing deaf people, had remarked in Cratylus that
meaning could be signified by the hands, head, and other parts of the body.
Diderot (1749/1972) in his famous Letter about the Blind underlined the
normal potential for mental development of blind—deaf children and sug-
gested that it should be possible to teach them language "if one would trace
on their hands the same characters that we trace on the paper." Diderot's
contemporaries De PEpeé and the philosopher Condillac became convinced
that deaf children could be effectively taught sign language. In the nine-
teenth century this idea had grown into a general conviction and Sicard, the
great reformer of the education of the deaf, emphasized that the chief
.problem for deaf children is their lack of "symbols for fixing and combining
; ideas... that there is a total communication gap between him and other
i people" (quoted by Sacks, 1989, p. 15). In Sicard's view the teaching of sign
language would restore the communication gap and enable the deaf child to
lead a completely normal and fulfilling life.
V Thus, the possibility of cultural development, via sign language for the
: deaf and tactile language for the blind, had been foreseen by several brilliant
thinkers of the past and is now generally accepted by modern research.
' Some of Vygotsky's eminent precursors also claimed that such alternative
routes were equivalent to our normal spoken language. In this sense, then,
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Vygotsky was following in the footsteps of several visionary thinkers of the
past.
The same is true for Vygotsky's Utopian view of a society where deaf and
blind people would be fully integrated and where their "defect" would not
be seen as such. This view, anticipated by Sicard, fell from favour by the end
of the nineteenth century but is once more being passionately defended by
researchers such as Sacks (1989). Sicard's own words (quoted from Lane,
1984, pp. 89-90) illustrate the continuity of this idea:
Could there not be in some corner of the world a whole society of deaf people?
Well then! Would we think that these individuals were inferior, that they were
unintelligent and lacked communication? They would certainly have a sign
language, perhaps a language even richer than ours.
Clearly, then, Vygotsky's pedagogical optimism formed part of a powerful
tradition in European thinking. This tradition could be easily combined
with the prevailing Soviet ideology of the plasticity of human beings and the
idea of the "new man."
On the other hand, his ideas were, of course, D££ujia£to_his own time. For
example, whilst defending the principal equivalence of different routes.'
towards cultural development, Vygotsky nevertheless was opp^oseoto
teaching deaf children (only) sign language and advocated the teaching of
oral speech, reasoning that sign language would not allow the child to
develop conceptual, higher forms of thinking. At the time this was a
generally held view. Recently, modern researchers have claimed that a sign
language such as American Sign Language (ASL) has all the properties of
normal oral speech and wnT~m~nc> way disadvantage the child learning it.
Children learning ASL would reach the same level of conceptual thinking as
children learning vocal speech (Sacks, 1989, p. 20). This would imply that
the years of very difficult training that the task of learning oral speech for
deaf children entails would only serve the goal of enhancing the question-
able possibilities of integration in the "normal" society.
„^ In conclusion we may say that Vygotsky's defectological work formed an
integral part of his thinking in other domains and underwent the same
theoretical evolution. Unfortunately, his defectological writings were of a
rather general nature and a composite picture of Vygotsky as clinical
practitioner cannot be reconstructed. In general, however, it seems that his
theoretical views — such as the cultural-historical approach (see chapter 9) —
did not result in innovations in clinical practice. However, they did encour-
age a~vTew of deviant (child) development from a certain - optimistic -
perspective and as such formed part of a similar, long-standing tradition in
European thinking.
The Role of Psychoanalysis
Few scientists have stirred the imagination of both scientists and laymen as
Freud did. For a rime, the topic of the Oedipus and Electra complexes
dominated civilized conversation throughout Europe. The Russian intelli-
gentsia was no exception to this and practically all of Freud's books were
swiftly translated into Russian. However, after 1930 psychoanalysis became
a scientia non grata in the Soviet Union and Freud's books turned into
bibliographic rarities for which the interested Soviet intellectual happily
paid (even in 1990) the equivalent of a month's salary. The emergence of the
psychoanalytic movement in Russia, its demise in the 1930s, and its partial
resurrection in the 1980s is one of the tragi-comic stories of Russian
intellectual history (the first part of which has recently been described by
Miller, 1986, 1990; Kätzel, 1987 and Angelini, 1988).
Psychoanalysis in the Soviet Union: The First Years
Russian interest in psychoanalytic theory first became evident around 1908,
when several psychiatrists and physicians in both Moscow and Odessa
started to study and popularize Freud's work. The pioneers of the
psychoanalytic movement were N. E. Osipov, M. O. Feltsmann, N. A.
Vyborov, and M. Wulff (Luria, 1925c). Osipov had been studying in
Switzerland under the direction of Carl Jung and had visited Freud in
Vienna, corresponding with him for a long time (Miller, 1986, p. 126).
Together with Feltsmann he published a series of books in Moscow, entitled
"The Psychotherapeutic Library," which included translations of Freud's
Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality; Five Lectures on Psychoanalysis;
On Dreams; and The Analysis of a Phobia in a Five-Year-Old Boy. Wulff,
later the President of the Russian Psychoanalytic Society, returned to his
native Odessa at that time having finished his medical studies and an
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analysis with Karl Abraham in Berlin (Miller, 1986, p. 126). He also
published a series of psychoanalytic books, including, among other things,
Freud's Gradiva. In the following years several more of Freud's books,
including The Interpretation of Dreams, were translated and Vyborov
published many translations of articles by Freud, Jung, and Adler in
Psychotherapy, the journal he edited. Other prominent Russian
psychoanalysts have been mentioned by Miller (1986), including Drosnes,
who referred one of his patients (later to be known in the scientific literature
as "the wolfman") to Freud for analysis and Sabina ShpiPrejn, whose
remarkable career we will summarize below.
After the revolution and the civil war the interest in Freudian theory
revived and in various parts of the country psychoanalytic discussion groups
and societies were founded. For our purpose the history of the Moscow
Psychoanalytic Society and the Kazan Psychoanalytic Society is the most
interesting. Luria took an active part in both of these societies and it is no
exaggeration to say that the institutional history of psychoanalysis in the
Soviet Union was to a substantial degree determined by his efforts. In the
following a first and still incomplete description of the activity of the two
societies will be given.
The Kazan Psychoanalytic Society: Luna's Venture into
Psychoanalysis
The history of the Kazan Psychoanalytic Society is, to a large extent, the
history of Luria's early involvement in Freudian theory. Having graduated
in 1921 with a degree based mainly on the biological and social sciences,
Luria founded the Kazan Psychoanalytic Society (or Circle) in the late
summer of 1922. The twenty-year-old Luria took the liberty of informing
Freud about this major event in psychological history and — much to his
surprise - received a kind reply (Luria, 1979, p. 24). From 1921 to 1923
Luria completed his formal schooling at both the Kazan Medical and
Pedagogical Institutes, while at the same time directing his psychoanalytic
discussion group.
The activities of the Kazan Psychoanalytic Society can be substantially
reconstructed. Luria mentioned part of his psychoanalytic activities in his
scientific autobiography, revealing, for instance, that in these early years the
members of the Society analyzed patients in the psychiatric clinic in Kazan,
one of whom appeared to be Dostoevsky's granddaughter (Luria, 1979, p.
24; 1982, p. 11). Acting as the Secretary of the Society Luria made
meticulous notes of the meetings, which can still be consulted in the archives
of the Luria family. Also he immediately started sending short reports on the
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activities of the Society to the Internationale Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse,
the journal founded and edited by Freud. Each issue of this journal con-
tained a section "About the psychoanalytic movement" (Zur psychoanaly-
tischen Bewegung), which published short accounts of the activities of
psychoanalysts in various countries, written by the local representatives of
the movement. In 1922 the journal received a note stating that a psychoana-
lytic society in Kazan had been founded (Luria, 1922a). Its author -
probably Luria - promised to send a report of the first meetings of the
society. This brief announcement meant the beginning of Luria's long
affiliation with the journal, first as the secretary of the Kazan Society, later
as the secretary of its counterpart in Moscow.
From the archives we learn that the Society met 17 times between
September 7, 1922 and September 4, 1923 and that the number of people
present at the meetings varied from six to 12 people. The majority (15) of
the 20 members of the Society were medical doctors, some of them students,
Luria himself being practically the only person with some training as a
social scientist. A substantial number of the circle's members were Jewish,
which is hardly surprising in view of the fact that Kazan at the time was one
of the principal Jewish towns outside the Pale, and in view of the fact that
the medical profession was one of the few intellectual professions open to
Jews. In general, Luria was the principal driving force of the Society, acting
as its secretary, taking minutes during the meetings, and delivering half a
dozen talks. It will be of some interest to present a short summary of some
of the society's meetings. This will bring out the degree of Luria's involve-
ment in the psychoanalytic movement more clearly and will give us an
impression of the type of research that was practiced.
Luria's first account for the Internationale Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse
of the activities of the society (Luria, 1922b) was very typical of the many
reports to follow: it stated with meticulous attention to detail the exact
dates of the presentations given, their subject, the names of the speakers and
of those who joined the discussion, the names of the people attending the
meeting, etc. We thus learn that in the first meeting, on September 7, 1922,
Luria gave an address on the "Present state of psychoanalysis," stating that
it was now already a classic approach to the study of personality. At the
same meeting R. Averbukh gave a rather doubtful talk on the behavior of an
arrested professor, who (following the appeal by the patriarch Tikhon) had
resisted the attempts by the authorities to confiscate church properties. On
the flimsy basis of an article in Pravda the accused's defense during the trial
was interpreted as betraying his personal sexual preoccupations.
During the second meeting, on October 21,1922, Luria gave a talk on the
psychoanalysis of the way people dress, arguing that women's clothing repre-
sents passive sexual motives, whilst men's dress represents active ones, a
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subject he was to return to in January, 1923 at the All-Russian Congress on
Psychoneurology in Moscow (Luria, 1923c, p. 114). But before the young
Luria made this trip to the capital the Kazan Psychoanalytic Society had
several more meetings on November 2 and 23, December 10 and 24, 1922
(Luria, 1923c). During the meeting on December 10, Luria again delivered a
speech, this time on "the present currents in Russian psychology." Dis-
tinguishing five different schools he put special emphasis on the ideas of
the reflexological school of Bekhterev, which were "close to those of
psychoanalysis." This meeting was also of interest, because it saw the first
appearance of B. D. Fridman, who was to play a prominent role both in the
Kazan Society and in the attempts to found a Freudo-Marxist psychology
later on.
After two more meetings, on January 21, and February 4, 1923, Luria
again gave two talks during a meeting on February 18. He first talked about
"some principles of psychoanalysis," claiming that psychoanalysis was
teleological rather than mechanistic, that it gave an explanation rather than
a description of behavior, and that it was firmly based on an organic,
biological explanation of psychological processes. In his second presen-
tation he gave a psychoanalytic interpretation of Leonid Andreev's play
Sawa,
The Kazan Psychoanalytic Society now met practically every two weeks
(Luria, 1923d). On March 5, Luria gave a talk, entitled "Psychoanalysis in
the light of the main tendencies of modern psychology," giving an
overview of the psychological currents akin to psychoanalysis, such as
functional psychology, behaviorism, English neo-Freudism, and Russian
reflexology. Surprisingly, in his view all these currents tried to study man as
a whole and gave attention to his drives and reflexes. The 50 pages of the
text of this lecture constituted the first publication of the society's pub-
lishing house, the second was to be an authorized translation of Freud's
Mass Psychology and Ego Analysis (Luria, 1923e). On March 18, Luria
argued that the phantasies one has just before falling asleep — when
conscious control has weakened, but full sleep and dreaming have not yet
set in - are of some importance. Reflecting the unconscious mental
machinery, these phantasies can nevertheless be successfully analyzed by the
person him- or herself. The next meetings of the society were on April 22
and 29, and on May 6 and May 31. The latter meeting is of some interest as
it was fully devoted to the discussion of the writings of the Russian novelist
and philosopher V. V. Rozanov - whose ideas seem to have been rather
close to those of Freud.
To the best of our knowledge the seventeenth meeting of the Society, on
September 7, 1923, was the last - it is the last to be documented in the Luria
archives — since by the end of the year Luria and several of his most active
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colleagues had moved to Moscow. This did not mean the end of Luria's
activities in the psychoanalytic movement, however. Working at Kornilov's
Institute of Experimental Psychology he was soon performing exactly the
same organizational role in the Russian Psychoanalytic Society in Moscow.
The Russian Psychoanalytic Society
The Russian Psychoanalytic Society had been founded several years earlier,
in 1921, by Ermakov and Wulff. The first mention of its existence was made
in an announcement sent to the Internationale Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse
(1922, pp. 236—7} by a Soviet correspondent whose name was not men-
tioned, possibly Ermakov. It stated the intention of a group of scientists in
Moscow formally to found a psychoanalytic society. The Society was to be
the beginning of a broad psychoanalytic movement in the Soviet Union.
Fortunately for the historian of science the anonymous correspondent listed
the 15 people who had thus far joined the society. It included the names of
several prominent scientists, some of whom were to play a major role in the
psychoanalytic movement. Thus, we find several of Vygotsky's future
colleagues at the Institute of Experimental Psychology, such as Bernshtein,
then professor of psychiatry and head of the Psychoneurological Institute in
Moscow, and Blonsky, then professor of psychology and pedagogics. We
also find Gabrichevsky, professor of the history of art and aesthetics, IPyin,
professor of philosophy and psychology, and the Schmidts. The latter
couple were to play a prominent role in the Soviet psychoanalytic move-
ment. Otto Schmidt was a professor of mathematics and, more import-
antly, head of the State Publishing House. His wife, Vera, was to run a
psychoanalytic kindergarten (see below). Finally, there were the names
of the founders, Ermakov and Wulff. Ermakov, a professor of psychiatry,
was the first president of the Society. Moshe Wulff, a medical doctor,
would later be the president and was at the same time a prolific trans-
lator of Freud's books. In 1927 he emigrated to Palestine where his
archives can still be found (Miller, 1986, p. 126). The same report states
that the State Publishing House had decided to institute a special section for
psychoanalytic literature in view of the great demand for Freud's writings
from both specialists and laymen. The editors of this section were Ermakov
and Wulff.
The Society apparently flourished, and soon it was divided into two
sections, one, headed by Wulff, dealing with medical problems, the other,
headed by Shatsky, "one of the most prominent pedagogues of Russia"
dealing with pedagogical problems (see Luria, 1923f). The first volume of
Freud's lectures, translated by Wulff, had sold out its 2,000 copies within
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one month, a second volume had just been published, and several volumes
were in preparation. Another indication of the growing popularity of
Freudian thinking is the fact that at the All-Russian Congress for Psycho-
neurology in Moscow (January 10-15, 1923) 11 of the presentations
started from psychoanalytic assumptions. One of them was Luria's talk on
the psychoanalysis of clothing mentioned before.
In the Fall of 1923 the Russian Psychoanalytic Society underwent several
important changes, a detailed account of which has been given by Luna
(1924a) — already the secretary — for the Internationale Zeitschrift für
Psychoanalyse. First, the society was joined by several new and capable
members: three of the most active participants in the Kazan Psychoanalytic
Society moved to Moscow and became members of the Society. These were
Luria himself, R. Averbukh and B. D. Fridman. Another new member of the
society was Sabina Shpii'rejn, formerly member of the Swiss Psychoanalytic
Society. Shpii'rejn - who also started working at Kornilov's Institute of
Experimental Psychology - was originally from Rostov-on-the-Don. She
went to Vienna in 1911 and became a member of the local Psychoanalytic
Society. Having been analyzed by Carl Jung, she spent several years as a
practising analyst in Switzerland (Miller, 1986, p. 127). One of her patients
was Jean Piaget, who at that time was a member of the Swiss Psychoanalytic
Society (cf. Carotenuto, 1984; Vidal, 1986, 1987, 1988a, 1988b). This
injection of new blood gave the Society fresh impetus for its activities.
Secondly, the society decided to organize its activities on a more grand
scale. Thus far it had:
1 Organized scientific meetings where members delivered lectures and
discussed topics of interest.
2 Published a series of books entitled "The Psychological and
Psychoanalytic Library." By the end of 1923 six volumes, mostly
containing translations of Freud's writings, had been published and
nine more were scheduled (cf. Ermakov, 1923).
3 Been involved in the State Psychoanalytic Institute.
This Institute has been founded in the Fall of 1922 and at first involved
only a psychoanalytic kindergarten annex laboratory headed by Vera
Schmidt, whose goal was to study empirically the behavior of children
starting from psychoanalytic premises. The history of this kindergarten is in
itself of some interest. It had been opened on August 19, 1921 and was
located on the first floor of a magnificent art nouveau building located in 25
Vorovsky Street, Moscow. Earlier this building (designed by Fjodor Shekh-
tel) had been the property of the banker Ryabushinsky and after the
kindergarten had been closed (see below) it became the residence (from
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1931 to 1936) of the Soviet writer Maxim Gorky. As the building nowadays
houses the Gorky Museum, its beautiful rooms and the location of the
psychoanalytic kindergarten can still be seen.
Initially the kindergarten housed thirty children ranging from one to five
years' old.1 But only several months after the kindergarten's opening
rumors spread in Moscow that the staff of the kindergarten stimulated the
children's sexual development (Schmidt, 1924, p. 4). As a result the author-
ities ordered a scientific commission of inquiry to investigate the case. After
a thorough investigation of several months the votes of the members of the
commission were equally divided on the issue. The People's Commissariat
for Education (as the Ministry of Education was called then} thereupon
decided to cease funding the kindergarten project. Shortly after the Psycho-
neurological Institute also ordered an inquiry that likewise resulted in a very
negative judgement. The kindergarten now lost the support of the Psycho-
neurological Institute too and would have had to close had it not been for
the unexpected assistance offered by a representative of the German Miners'
Union. This person happened to be in Moscow for a congress and offered
help on behalf of the German and Russian Miners' Unions. From April
1922, then, the German miners provided the kindergarten's food supplies,
while the Russian miners took care of the heating of the building. This odd
history explains the otherwise incomprehensible name of the kindergarten,
"International Solidarity." In the new and financially more constrained
situation the kindergarten had to fire some of the personnel and could only
afford to take care of 12 children between two and four years of age
(Schmidt, 1924, pp. 3-6). The kindergarten project kept meeting with
disapproval and was finally closed in 1928 (Miller, 1986, p. 131).
During the early 1920s the personnel of the laboratory observed the
behavior of the children, paying close attention to their play, speech, and
sexual inclinations. Part of the findings have been published by Vera
Schmidt in Psychoanalytische Erziehung in Sowjetrussland (1924), but
Luria (1925c) claimed that the greater part of them were still in the archives
of the Institute. Among them diaries with observations of every individual
child noting their language development, creativity etcetera.
By 1923 it was decided that the Institute should broaden its activities
considerably. The Institute started to function as an educational center,
organizing many courses and seminars on different levels and for different
groups of students. Luria, for instance, gave a seminar on the study of
complexes. In addition a Psychoanalytic Policlinic for both adults and
'Jaroshevsky (1989, p. 131} has claimed that Stalin's son Vasily was among these children.
The authors have not been able to check this far-fetched claim.
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children, headed by Ermakov (the president), Shpil'rejn, and Wulff, was
instituted. The administration of both the Society and the Institute was in
the hands of these three, together with Luna (secretary to the chairman) and
Otto Schmidt. Quite probably, the members of the Society also started
meeting on a more regular basis.
In the following years it would be Luria who would cover these meetings
for the Internationale Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse. These reports (see also
Ermakov, 1924) enable us to reconstruct the Society's activities reasonably
accurately as was the case for the Kazan society. It is interesting to see, for
instance, how the Russian Psychoanalytic Society used the opportunity to
establish and improve its international contacts. Thus, at the meeting of
October 18, 1923 the Schmidts presented the things they learned during a
trip to Germany and Austria (Luria, 1924a). Apparently, they had met
Freud, Otto Rank, and Karl Abraham, all of whom had shown a lively
interest in the Moscow kindergarten project and had given practical advice.
The reports also show Luria's continuing involvement: he not only per-
formed his duties as the society's secretary but also frequently participated
in the discussion (the Society met about every two weeks) and presented
various talks. It was on May 29, 1924 (see Luria, 1925a; 1926b), for
instance, that he gave a talk, entitled "Psychoanalysis as a system of
monistic psychology," later to be published in Kornilov (1925a). This talk
was very typical of his thinking of the rime and, as such, would be criticized
by Bakhtin (see below).
Recurrent subjects of the society had been the psychology of art, the
possibility of a psychoanalytic upbringing, and problems of psychotherapy
(Luria, 1925c, p. 396). This interest in the psychology of art - directly
inspired, of course, by Freud's own writings - led to several talks at the
meetings of the society and to a seminar at the Psychoanalytic Institute given
by Ermakov. Against this background it should come as no surprise to find
an invited speaker on this subject present during the meeting on December
4, 1924. It was Luria's colleague at the Institute of Experimental Psychol-
ogy, Lev Vygotsky, who talked about "the use of the psychoanalytic method
in literature" (Luria, 1925b), probably raising the same issues he discussed
in chapter 4 of The Psychology of Art. Vygotsky may have been invited by
Luria, who was of course well aware of the ideas of his colleagues, but this is
not certain. In general, one should realize that there was a substantial
overlap between the people working at Kornilov's Institute of Experimental
Psychology on the one hand, and those involved in the Russian Psychoana-
lytic Society and the Psychoanalytic Institute on the other hand. Looking
through the names of the people working at Kornilov's Institute in 1924 (see
Luria in Kornilov, 1926a), for instance, one finds that at least eight of them
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had been members of the Russian Psychoanalytic Society at one time or
another. It is important to note, however, that at the time of his first
presentation (see Luria, 1925d) Vygotsky was not a member, but a guest.
In 1925 Luria presented three talks. On March 26, he discussed "The
affect as a non-abreacted reaction", on April 16, he talked about the
"Experimental study of the phantasies of a boy" (Luria, 1926b), and on
November 12, on "The use of experiments for psychoanalytic goals" (Luria,
1926c).
In 1926 he actively participated in the discussions, performed his duties as
a scientific secretary, but gave no talks. It was probably by the end of that
year that Lev Vygotsky became an ordinary member of the Russian
Psychoanalytic Society, judging by the membership list published in the
Internationale Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse in 1927 (see Luria, 1927a) that
included for the first time Lev Vygotsky, 17 Serpukhovskaya Street, Mos-
cow.
By 1927, then, both Luria and Vygotsky were participating in the Society.
Luria's talk on February 23,1927 on "The experimental study of children's
primitive thinking" was followed by Vygotsky's presentation on "The
psychology of art in Freud's writings" on March 10 of the same year. The
following week, on March 17, Luria continued with a discussion of
Bykhovsky's book on Freud's metapsychology. One month later, however,
he asked to be relieved of his duties as a secretary, and was replaced by Vera
Schmidt (Schmidt, 1927). According to Cole (in Luria, 1979, pp. 210-11),
this step was the result of the increasingly critical attitude towards Freud in
articles in both Pravda and theoretical journals. This interpretation is
doubtful, however. In the first place Luria continued to be an ordinary
member of the society until 1929 or 1930. Secondly, really strong ideologi-
cal and political pressure started only around 1930. Articles and books
critical of Freudian theory published before that year (e.g. Jurinets, 1925;
Sapir, 1926; Bakhtin, 1927/1983) formed part of the ordinary scientific
discourse. Thirdly, Vygotsky's becoming a member of the society at appro-
ximately the same time Luria resigned as a secretary seems to cast doubt on
Cole's assessment of the situation.
Luria the Psychoanalyst: 1920-1930
By now it has become clear that Luria's early fascination with the writings
of Freud, Adler, and Jung - facilitated by the fact that he was fluent in
German (Vocate, 1987, p. 5) - led to a prolonged period of intense
involvement with Freudian theory and the psychoanalytic movement. In
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fact, it is no exaggeration to say that Luria played one of the most
prominent roles in the growth of the psychoanalytic movement in the Soviet
Union. Through his work as a secretary of both societies, through the
frequent talks on psychoanalytic topics, and through the reports he wrote
for the Internationale Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse he promoted
psychoanalytic ideas in his country and helped to establish important
international contacts. Apart from these reports he also published several
reviews (Luria, 1923a; 1923b) and on two occasions more theoretical
articles (Luria, 1925c; 1926a) in the same journal.
The young Luria also continued corresponding with Freud for some time
and even managed to obtain Freud's authorization for R. A. Averbakh's
translation of Mass Psychology and Ego Analysis in a letter dated October
6, 1922 written from Berggasse 19, Vienna. One year later he received yet
another letter (dated July 3, 1923 and written from Badgastein in the Alps)
from the founder of psychoanalysis. Both of these handwritten letters — not
written in Gothic script as Luria remembered half a century later (1979, p.
24; 1982, p. 11) - can be found in the Luria family archives. It is not
inconceivable, of course, that an interested reader might likewise find
Luria's leners in the Freud archives.
It would be wrong, however, to think that Luria was only theoretically
and organizationally involved in psychoanalysis. There was a more practical
side to his interest too. At the Kazan Psychiatric Hospital he started
analyzing psychiatric patients, an activity that probably did not come to an
end in Moscow. In addition to his activities as a therapist he performed
intriguing empirical psychoanalytic investigations, some of which have been
reported on in his The Nature of Human Conflicts (Luria, 1932c). Very
curious, for instance, was his experimental verification of Freud's dream
theory. Luria would hypnotize subjects, make them live in their imagination
through a traumatic event, and suggest to them they forget all about the
hypnosis as far as their conscious mind was concerned. In this way he could
experimentally manipulate the latent content of dreams and - having
collected their manifest forms - establish the changes produced by the
dream-work. It was found that if one suggests to subjects they dream about
very traumatic events (the latent content of the dream) they tend to change
the description of these events (the manifest content) through the use of
symbolism.2 The British psychologist Hans Eysenck (1985, pp. 129-31)
tried to replicate these experiments and found exactly the same results,
without seeing them, however, as any evidence for the validity of Freud's
theory.
2Luria seems to have been unaware of Klaus Schrötter's similar experiments, which antici-
pated his own by some 20 years (see Hobson, 1990 p. 55).
,
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Looking back, Luria first and foremost remembered that psychoanalysis
seemed "a scientific approach that combined a strongly deterministic expla-
nation of concrete, individual behavior with an explanation of the origins of
complex human needs in terms of natural science" (1979, pp. 23-4).
However, he finally had to conclude "that it was an error to assume that one
can deduce human behavior from the biological 'depths' of mind, excluding
its social 'heights.' " We now know that it took him approximately a decade
to reach this conclusion.
We may conclude that Luria's involvement in the psychoanalytic move-
ment lasted for approximately ten years, an involvement that led him to
analyze patients, conduct experimental research, give presentations, write
articles and books, and in general play a very active organizational role in
the psychoanalytic movement. One can hardly say, therefore, that this
period in Luria's scientific development is of little significance. It would be
wrong, also, to suppose that Luria's interest in psychoanalytic theory
disappeared without trace after 1930. For instance Mecacci, a scholar of
Luria, has argued that Luria's way of diagnosing individual patients was
strongly influenced by his clinical psychoanalytic experience (Mecacci,
personal communication, September 1988).
From Luria to Vygotsky and Further: The Growing Criticism of
Freudo-Marxism
To this point, the content of Luria's views and their development during the
1920s has not been discussed. The development in his thinking cannot be
separated from the discussions in Soviet psychology about the correct
foundation for a Marxist psychology and the role of psychoanalytic theory
in it. The potential compatibility between a Marxist psychology and
psychoanalysis was not on the agenda until 1924 to 1925, when the ever-
increasing interest in it began to peak around 1930. Kätzel (1987,
pp. 108-9) has suggested several reasons for the growing criticism of
Freudian theory and attempts at a Freudo-Marxism in the Soviet Union.
First, one should realize that the first attempts at formulating a Freudo-
Marxist blend of theory (by Bykhovsky, 1923; Luria, 1923e; 1925a; and
Fridman, 1925) emphasized firm physiological underpinning of
psychoanalysis and its compatibility with objective psychology (e.g. reflex-
ology). These psychologists felt that psychoanalytic theory, therefore, could
justifiably be called a materialist theory. Outlining their points of view they
propagated what was later to be known as "mechanical materialism," an
ideology that came under attack in the second half of the 1920s. Secondly,
there was a development in the nature of Freud's writings itself which made
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a confrontation with Marxist-oriented thinkers inevitable. In several of his
later writings, e.g. Mass Psychology and Ego Analysts, Freud claimed that
the social behavior of man could be understood by reference to biological
drives and instincts. Other writings, such as Beyond the Pleasure Principle,
showed the influence of the philosophy of life (see Kätzel, 1987). Taken
together, these later books claimed that societal problems were caused by
the nature of man, a claim that ran counter to the optimistic claims being
made by leading Soviet ideologists and intellectuals of the rime about the
new man in the new society. Thirdly, Kätzel points to an "inflation" of
psychoanalytic thinking in the 1920s. Psychoanalysts, or people claiming to
have a good knowledge of psychoanalytic theory, increasingly tried to
explain the most widely varying phenomena with ever more bold specula-
tions. In so doing they displayed an "imperialistic" approach that naturally
elicited reactions from researchers otherwise oriented (see also Vygotsky's
reasoning to be discussed in chapter 7). Fourthly, several ideologues of the
social democratic movement (see Kätzel, 1987) had embraced Freudian
theory, which, in the context of the time, meant that a bona fide communist
should regard it with some suspicion. Fifthly, the popularity of
psychoanalysis was not confined to a small group of enthusiastic physicians;
Freudian thinking influenced a growing number of Marxist philosophers
and psychologists. This growing influence, actively fostered by the Russian
Psychoanalytic Society, made psychoanalysis more "visible" as a psycholo-
gical science that had to be investigated with respect to its compatibility
with a genuine Marxist science.
What, then, were Luria's original theoretical views of psychoanalytic
theory in this period and how did he try to combine psychoanalysis with the
general Marxist world-view? Let it first be said that there is no such thing as
a science of Marxism or psychoanalysis in the sense of a complete body of
indisputable statements. On the contrary, the interpretations of various
aspects of both world-views abound and even "official" interpretations are
subject to regular changes (there are clear parallels here with the establish-
ment of religious dogma, as has been pointed out by, among others, Russell,
1946). Since the beginning of psychoanalysis, psychology has seen many
diverse attempts to formulate Freudo-Marxist theories, a situation that
continues until the present day. In the West there have been the brilliant
writings of Politzer (1969; 1974) and the works of Reich (see below),
Fromm, and Marcuse. In the Soviet Union there were the attempts of
Bykhovsky, Zalkind, Luna, and various of his colleagues at the Institute of
Psychology (e.g. Fridman). Each of these authors made his own blend of
various elements of both world-views.
For Luria, as for many others, psychoanalysis was a new promising
current opposing the old "idealistic" psychology. That idealistic psychology
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(e.g. the ideas of Wundt, Chelpanov and others) was naively empirical,
made use of contrived experiments, and led to an atomistic and dualistic
view of man (Luria, 1925a). Psychoanalysis, however, was monistic,
attempted to study the whole personality in the drama of everyday life (cf.
Politzer), was refreshingly anti-bourgeois in its emphasis on sexual
behavior, and, above all, pointed to the physiological background of all
psychological processes. For, while Luria (1925a, p. SO) emphasized that
any satisfactory view of man should rest on the findings of both biology and
sociology, it is evident that in his opinion a convincing account of the
supposedly biological nature of human conduct was the most important.
Thus, we read that
psychoanalysis is primarily an organic psychology of the personality; and its
major objectives are: to trace the determining factors of all aspects of the
concrete individual, living under definite sociocultural conditions, and to
explain the more complex structures of that individual's personality in terms
of more basic, deeper lying, unconscious motives. (Luria, 1925a, p. 58)
Luria agreed with psychoanalytic theory that these unconscious motives
or drives — like all other psychological functions — depend on organic
stimuli. He considered the strength of psychoanalytic theory to be its
emphasis on the biological underpinning of all conduct, its "organic charac-
ter" (Luria, 1925a, p. 68). Psychoanalytic theory points out the "deeper
organic tendencies" that the person tends to follow and, in doing so, lays
bare the hidden dynamics of human behavior. In a way, then, Freud's theory
transforms psychological causality into organic causality (ibid., pp. 70—1).
It is true that Luria also mentioned that man is a social or class being and by
the end of his article he stated that psychoanalysis should incorporate the
system of social influences adding, in a footnote, that only then it would
make the step from mechanical to dialectical materialism. This only shows,
however, that he was well aware of the subtleties of the on-going debates in
the Soviet Union as to the true nature of dialectical materialism. But these
temarks cannot take away the impression that the "sociological" aspect of
psychological processes was far less integrated in Luna's thinking. Declar-
ing that the social or class nature of individuals was important and conceiv-
ing society simply as a conglomerate of external stimuli he went on to study
the psychoanalytic — to him biological — background of human conduct. He
felt justified in doing so because of the supposedly monistic character of
psychoanalytic theory. The energy conception of psychoanalysis, the energy
taking either psychic or somatic forms, seemed to demonstrate an essential
organic unity. The concept of drive constituted, in Luria's view, "a tremen-
dous step" towards a monistic psychology.
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In taking this point of view Luria was hardly original. Kätzel (1987) has
pointed out that Bykhovsky (1923) also stressed Freud's quest for an
organic foundation of the psyche and his monism. Unlike Luria, however,
and in anticipation of Vygotsky, the latter claimed that conscious processes
should be studied in their own right. How this was to be done remained
unclear. Apparently Bykhovsky thought that a combination of Freudian
theory and reactology would suit the purpose.
We may repeat, then, what has been said before: the first defenders of
Freudian theory in the Soviet Union (e.g. Luria, Bykhovsky, Fridman,
Zalkind) considered this theory to be a healthy antidote against the old
"idealistic" psychology, and stressed its comparability with various brands
of objective psychology such as behaviorism, reactology and reflexology. As
a result, their writings have a definite reductionist flavor: the ultimate
explanation of human behavior was to be sought in the deep, biological
roots of the mind.
Criticism of Freudo-Marxism: Jurinets' View
One of the first critics of this conception of Freudo-Marxism was Jurinets
(1924), a philosopher about whom Luria complained in the Internationale
Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse that he was "unfortunately utterly incompe-
tent in the domain of the natural sciences" (1925c, p. 397). Jurinets'
criticism of psychoanalysis in the leading theoretical journal Under the
Banner of Marxism {Pod Znamenem Marksizma} led to several public
debates in the Soviet Union. In the spring of 1925, during a meeting in the
Moscow "House of the Press" that lasted two evenings, Jurinets crossed
swords with many adherents of psychoanalytic theory, most of them
members of the Russian Psychoanalytic Society (e.g. Wulff, Zalkind, Frid-
man, Luria, Rejsner). Another debate was soon held in the Communistic
Academy and concerned the topic of psychoanalysis and the psychology of
an (Luria, 1925c, p. 397).
Jurinets' article was an almost amusing mixture of valid criticism of
Freudian theory, (possibly deliberate) distortions, and plain mistakes. The
author used various rhetorical devices - not all of them very subtle — to
substantiate his claim that the origin of psychoanalysis was yet another
token of the continuing disintegration of Western bourgeois society. Thus
we read that "Born in Vienna and Budapest, in a country... that is
flourishing without much effort by trampling on the Croatian, Slovenian,
Dalmation, and Serbian peasants who are sucked out to the bone marrow,
Freudian theory took much of the spirit of this capitalism" (Jurinets, 1924,
p. 52). Jurinets observed that this pernicious doctrine was infiltrating the
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"Marxist camp" and suspected that its growing popularity was due to a
lack of knowledge and insufficient understanding of its fundamental ideas.
He, therefore, set out to explain and criticize the basic tenets of Freudian
theory (1924, p. 53).
In the first place, Jurinets argued, Freudian theory is not materialist.
Despite his frequent references to the nervous system Freud did not give
matter its due role in his system. As an example Jurinets quoted Freud's
statement in Beyond the Pleasure Principle about the psychological results
of severe traumatic experiences (e.g. mechanical concussions, wars). In
Freud's view the resulting mental state, called by him traumatic neurosis,
often could not be attributed to organic lesions of the nervous system
brought about by mechanical force (Freud, 1920/1984, pp. 281-3). To
Jurinets this meant that Freud saw mental processes as being independent
from brain structures, a view that he could not accept as it seemed to
contradict a materialist conception of the mind. In addition he tried to argue
that Freud's view of the psyche — a psyche that existed beyond time and
space — was similar to Bergson's, making Freud guilty of philosophical
idealism by association.
Jurinets went on to argue that Freud's theory was not monistic. Unfortun-
ately, he did not take this term in its ordinary philosophical meaning and,
instead, seems to have understood by "monism" something like consistency
or coherence. Consequently, he set himself the rather trivial task of pointing
out inconsistencies and contradictions in Freudian thinking by comparing
books from different periods and texts written by different psychoanalytic
authors. In itself it was, of course, quite legitimate to ask how Freud or
Freudians would reconcile earlier viewpoints with later revisions - and
Jurinets asked some good questions - but these questions were irrelevant to
the issue of monism as such. The same could be said of Jurinets' claims that
Freud proposed a dualistic theory. It might well be argued that he did, but
Jurinets' arguments were largely irrelevant. Among other things, he (Juri-
nets, 1924, p. 69) argued that Freud distinguished ego drives and sexual
drives, which is true, of course, but hardly makes a convincing argument for
dualism in the normal philosophical sense of the word.
The weakest point of Freudian theory in Jurinets' eyes was its social
psychology or sociology. Freud's theory of the origin of primitive society —
the idea of the first patricide and its results - was dismissed as pure phantasy
and as contradicting the doctrine of primitive matriarchy (accepted by
Marxists through Engels' reading of Morgan, see chapter 9), and his
sociology accused of lacking the idea of class, thus making it utterly sterile.
In addition Jurinets noticed that Freud - following Le Bon - had a rather
low opinion of the masses, seeing them as regressive and potentially
dangerous phenomena. This was, of course, unacceptable to Jurinets, who
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shared — at least rhetorically — the belief in the sound judgement of the vast
flag-waving masses of daily workers as opposed to, for instance, the small
minority of unconvinced "culturally refined intellectuals" (Jurinets, 1924, p.
63). Jurinets (1924, p. 82), moreover, astutely observed that psychoanalysis
had nothing to say in the field of politics or, more specifically, agricultural
reforms, concluding that "consequently, psychoanalysis cannot say any-
thing in those domains that Marxists consider the core of history."
Jurinets concluded his article with a sharp attack against the
psychoanalyst Kolnaj (1920), who had tried to interpret communism and
Bolshevism themselves as pathological phenomena in human history, and
who had uncovered, among other things, the hidden homosexual agenda
behind the famous communist slogan "Workers of the world, unite!"
Jurinets' article should not be dismissed as being totally without value as
a serious criticism of Freud and his followers. Concentrating on Freud's
latest books - Beyond the Pleasure Principle (1920) and The Ego and the Id
(1923) -Jurinets pointed out some inconsistencies in Freud's thinking and
highlighted its increasingly speculative nature. He was also one of the first to
point out various influences on Freud's thinking of the work of philo-
sophers such as Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, Bergson, and Simmel. But overall
Jurinets did not substantiate his criticisms and failed to give a fair account of
Freud's views, and his incorrect interpretation of philosophical terms such
as "monism" and "dualism" made his paper unfit to be a conclusive
demonstration of Freudian theory's incompatibility with Marxism. Freud's
initials may well indicate the genre to which his writings belong and his
ideas may well be incompatible with Marxism, but Jurinets simply failed to
demonstrate this.
Criticism of Freudo-Marxism: Bakhtin's View
The most complete and convincing critique of Freudian theory from the
Marxist point of view has undoubtedly been given by Bakhtin (1927/1983).
His Freudian Theory: A Critical Essay provided a complete overview of
psychoanalytic theory in its different states of development and argued its
essential incompatibility with dialectical materialism. The structure of
Bakhtin's essay - written under the pen-name of V. N. Voloshinov (see
chapter 15) - was as follows. First, psychoanalysis was situated among the
other psychological currents of the time and provisionally characterized as
just another variant of subjective psychology. Secondly, an overview was
given of the main themes of psychoanalysis, its concepts and its methods.
Thirdly, and lastly, it was argued that a theory thus conceived was alien to a
principled Marxist point of view. This third part also contained as a last
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chapter a devastating critique of the attempts at designing a Freudo-Marxist
theory by people like Bykhovsky (1923), Luria (1925a), Fridman (1925),
and Zalkmd (1924a; 1927B).
What reasons did Bakhtin give for his claim that psychoanalysis was a
subjectivist approach? His main criticism was directed at what he saw as the
basic, underlying theme of psychoanalysis, that is, the idea that essential for
the explanation of human behavior is not class, nation, or the historical
period in which they live, but their age and sex. He found the idea that
"Man's consciousness is determined not by his historical, but by his
biological being, the most important part of which is sexuality" (Bakhtin,
1927/1983, p. 13) characteristic of Freudian theory.
In itself, or so Bakhtin argued, this theme was not new at all; Freud had
simply joined the company of different philosophers of life, such as Bergson,
Simmel, and Scheler. The views of these diverse philosophers (and Bakhtin
included among them also James) he summarized in three points (1927/
1983, p. 17). They (1) have a biological conception of human life and
conceive of man as an isolated organic unity; (2) undervalue consciousness
and attempt to diminish its role in the creation of culture to an absolute
minimum; and (3) try to replace all objective social economic factors by
subjective psychological or biological ones. Thus, Bergson stressed the
instinct-like élan vital to explain human culture and James tried to reduce all
forms of cultural creativity to the biological processes of adaptation (this
same argument has always been used by Soviet scientists to criticize Piaget's
view). In general, then, these researchers went "beyond the historical and
social" {Bakhtin, 1927/1983, p. 21) to look for the underlying organic
causal factors of human conduct. For Bakhtin their views were just harmful
abstractions: conceiving of the human being in isolation from his immediate
surroundings, his milieu, class, and society one could never explain his
conduct.
Psychoanalysis, then, should be seen against the background of the
various existing philosophies of life. But this was not the whole story,
Bakhtin argued. Dividing all psychological currents into two broad categor-
ies — objective and subjective psychology (see Vygotsky's similar procedure
in chapter 7) - it was clear to him that psychoanalysis belonged to the
category of subjective approaches.
What did Bakhtin have in mind when he wrote of subjective and objective
psychology? Generally speaking, he argued, psychology has only two
sources of information about the workings of the human mind, namely
introspection and observation. Subjective psychologists (he mentioned
Wundt, James, and Chelpanov) rely on the first source, checking it against
other - external - evidence through experiments. For Bakhtin this use of
experiments did not change the fundamental idea of subjective psychology:
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the final word was spoken by the subject. In his opinion, the combination of
the subject's introspectional account of his inner experience with the
observational evidence obtained by the researcher resulted in a curious and
dualistic mixture of incompatible data. Bakhtin (1927/1983, p. 33) argued
that one should limit oneself to the study of the materialized aspects of
human behavior. In the case of inner experience this implied that it can only
be studied in so far as it can be translated into the language of external
experience. The inner experience of the subject materializes in his verbal
utterances, his account of the things felt. These verbal reactions (the verbal
behavior as Skinner would have it), their sound, physiological background,
and meaning, can be studied objectively. Bakhtin argued that even the
subject's inner speech, is material and can, therefore, be objectively studied
(cf. chapter 15). Not surprisingly Bakhtin referred to Watson for a similar
view on the status of inner experience. What is more interesting is that he
also referred to Vygotsky's (1925g) paper "Consciousness as a problem of
the psychology of behavior," discussed in the introduction to part I. These
cross-references confirm that both Vygotsky and Bakhtin were close to a
behaviorist world-view at that time, and Bakhtin's reference demonstrates
that he was aware of at least one of Vygotsky's writings. Likewise, it has
been claimed (see Radzikhovsky, 1982, p. 489} that Vygotsky read at least
one of Bakhtin's works, namely his "Marxism and the Philosophy of
Language" (1930/1972), but in chapter 15 we suggest that this is doubtful.
So, what Bakhtin proposed was a conceptual change: the object of study
is not the subject's "inner experience," but its verbal equivalent in the form
of inner and outer speech. By using such an approach the conceptual unity
of our psychological analysis is retained, for both observational evidence
and inner and outer speech belong to the realm of material reality. The
dualistic position of subjective psychology, therefore, can be avoided.
However, whilst defending this behaviorist-like position Bakhtin stressed
one major potential danger of behaviorism and other objective currents of
thought prevalent in psychology, namely their tendency to be silent about
the social aspects of behavior. It was at this point that he propounded the
idea of an objective analysis of the social origin of word meanings. For him
it was clear that "The most vague thought, even if unspoken, as well as the
most complex philosophical movement both presuppose the organized
communication between individuals" (Bakhtin, 1927/1983, p. 42).
Ultimately, this position implied that all utterances, theories, etc. are
determined by the class the speaker or author belongs to. In Bakhtin's view,
then, thoughts and words were double mirrors, reflecting not only the object
spoken of but also the knowing subject and, ultimately, his class, society,
and historical period (Bakhtin, 1927/1983, pp. 44-5). It was from this
position - elaborated in Bakhtin's later writings, e.g. "Marxism and the
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Philosophy of Language" (1930/1972) - that Bakhtin criticized Freudian
theory.
Bakhtin substantiated this definition of psychoanalysis as having an
essentially subjectivist approach with several additional arguments. Among
other things, he argued that although psychoanalysis claimed to provide an
organic foundation for behavior, in reality the bodily processes were
only discussed in so far as they surfaced in the accounts of patients. In
Bakhtin's opinion Freud never provided a convincing account of the biologi-
cal and physiological background of, for example, erogenous zones or
drives. These concepts were founded entirely on the quicksand of introspec-
tional evidence without any reference to physiological data. Bakhtin argued
that Freud "psychologized" biology. Likewise, he "subjectivized" the
important sociological factors playing a role in the origin of human
behavior. To support the latter claim Bakhtin pointed to Freud's theory of
personality. The subdivision of the human mind into ego, superego, and id
in Freud's view reflected deep natural forces in the human mind. Not so,
according to Bakhtin. In his opinion the struggle between ego, superego,
and id was the struggle between different ideological motives, each having
their counterpart in the reality of a certain society. More specifically, the
patient's utterances did not only reflect his individual psyche, but also a
genuine struggle between the different ideologies of doctor and patient.
Freud's psychodynamics, therefore, did not reflect a strictly individual
struggle but rather a dispute between two persons. It was Freud's mistake to
project these complex social relationship into the patient's individual mind.
Bakhtin accepted that Freud was right to state that the conscious motiv-
ation of our behavior cannot always be trusted. Consciousness is the com-
mentary that every adult person applies to each of his acts (Bakhtin, 1927/
1983, p. 171) and, as such, can be incorrect. But the same holds true,
Bakhtin argued, for our unconscious commentaries. For the so-called
unconscious motives are also utterances that are objectively determined and
reflect a proximal social event, the event of communication, of speaking to
another person. The origin of these utterances we will never find within the
boundaries of the unique, individual person. "Experiencing [Osoznavaya]
myself, 1 try as it were to look at myself through the eyes of the other person,
the other representatives of my social group, my class" (Bakhtin, 1927/
1983, p. 175).
If we call the inner and outer speech that imbues all of our behavior our
"everyday ideology", then it is true that this ideology does not always
coincide with the official group ideology — although in a healthy collective it
does (1927/1983, p. 180). When there is an especially large gap between
these two ideologies it may even become very difficult for the individual to
verbalize his private everyday ideology. Such was the case for sexuality,
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Bakhtin argued, in the society of that rime. It provided Freud with the
opportunity to claim that the everyday ideological motivations were strictly
private reflections of deep wishes and drives. Starting from the adults'
accounts and their present ideological motivation of events that had suppo-
sedly taken place decades earlier he "sexualized" family life. "All this is a
projection into the past of those ideological interpretations of behavior that
are characteristic only of the present. Freud nowhere transcends the bound-
ary of a subjective construction" {Bakhtin, 1927/1983, p. 167).
Reading these reflections by Bakhtin - which are in themselves open to
dispute - it comes as no surprise to learn that he condemned the Russian
Freudo-Marxist attempts at unification. In the final chapter of his book
Bakhtin sharply criticized the few Freudo-Marxist attempts he took more or
less seriously. Here we will only summarize his criticism of Luria's paper
"Psychoanalysis as a system of monistic psychology" (Luria, 1925a).
Bakhtin took Luria's main argument to be that Freud supposedly offered
a non-atomistic account of the whole personality. This he countered by
pointing out that (1) Freud retained the familiar faculties of the mind
(volition, feeling, and rational thought) that had been put forward earlier by
traditional psychology; and (2) one cannot give an account of the whole
personality confining oneself to the individual seen in isolation from his
social surroundings. Neither did Bakhtin accept Luria's claim that Freud
provided an organic basis for human behavior, repeating his by now
familiar argument that the organism for Freud was only a secondary
phenomenon whose description was based entirely on introspectional
accounts. Ironically, as a result of the foregoing, there was one of Luria's
arguments that Bakhtin accepted, namely the claim that Freud offered a
monistic account of human conduct. But to Bakhtin this was a monism of
the idealist, spiritual kind. However cautious — and inconsistent — Freud
may have been in talking about the relation between body and mind, the
method he used betrayed the fundamental nature of his framework: a
theory built on the projection into the past of ideologies obtained through
adults' introspection was bound to end up in idealism of the purest order.
Criticism of Freudo-Marxism: Vygotsky's View
Judging by his manuscript on psychology's crisis, Vygotsky was as critical of
Luria's attempts to reconcile Marxism and psychoanalysis as was Bakhtin.
In this analysis he sharply criticized his co-worker's supposedly atheoretical
approach (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982). Discussing the general issue of the
spread of scientific ideas (see chapter 7), Vygotsky mentioned the same
attempts at combining Marxism and psychoanalysis as were discussed by
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Bakhtin. Most of the time, he argued, the authors would declare Marxism
to be monistic, materialistic, dialectic, etc. Then they would find the same
monistic, materialistic, etc. approach in Freudian theory and conclude that
both systems coincided. In the process the most glaring contradictions were
rendered void by declaring parts of Freudian theory superfluous, exaggera-
tions and the like. Thus, some Soviet theorists ignored pansexualism as it
did not agree with Marxist philosophy. But removing pansexualism from
Freudian thinking, Vygotsky argued, meant removing its soul, the central
part of the whole system. "For Freudian theory without the doctrine of the
sexual nature of the unconscious is equivalent to Christianity without Christ
or Buddhism with Allah" (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 329). This approach
was theoretically naive and careless, Vygotsky claimed, and led to grotesque
distortions of both Marxist and Freudian thinking. As an edifying example
he took Luria's paper (1925a) on psychoanalysis as a monistic system.
Vygotsky argued that Luna could only conclude that Marxism and Freudian
theory were compatible by distorting both systems of thought and he tned
to point out some of Luria's mistakes. In the first place he objected to Luria
assuming that the theories of Darwin, Kant, Pavlov, Einstein, and Marx
were similar to those systems that constituted the methodological founda-
tion of modern science. The role of each of these thinkers was fundamen-
tally different and listing them together suggested the author believed that
the fact that they had all made fundamental contributions to science sufficed
to conclude that they represented the same theoretical position. The basic
scientific approach would then consist of the sum of their contributions.
This Vygotsky considered to be impossible in view of the deeply contradic-
tory philosophical nature of various systems and he sarcastically remarked
that "Here, that is, on the first page, we might conclude our reasoning"
(Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 330). Of course, all the theories had their value,
but they could not be easily reconciled without distorting their nature.
Freud would be amazed, Vygotsky stated, to learn that psychoanalysis was
a monistic system and that he "followed historical materialism," as Fridman
(in Korm'lov, 1925a, p. 159) had claimed. Freud never declared himself to
be a monist, materialist, dialectician, nor a follower of historical material-
ism, and Vygotsky went on to prove that he was none of these. He
concluded that one can only come to these conclusions by considering
superficially some of the characteristics of Freud's doctrine without
seriously analyzing it. Luria's attempt at combining Marxism and Freudian
theories involving a "series of most naive transformations of both systems"
(Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 330), constituted a fine example of such a
theoretically careless approach.
Despite this harsh judgement Vygotsky did not argue that everything in
psychoanalysis contradicted Marxism - in fact, he was not sure it did
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(Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 334) — but he did claim that to argue so one had
to make an extensive and deep analysis of Freudian theory. The more so as
psychoanalytic theory constituted, in his opinion, not an a priori finished
system, but a spontaneously evolved conglomerate of insights and facts:
like Pavlov, Freud discovered too many things to create an abstract system.
But like Moliere's hero without suspecting it himself all his life was speaking
prose, Freud the investigator created a system: introducing a new word,
making one term agree with another, describing a new fact, drawing a new
conclusion, he everywhere in passing, step by step created a new system. This
only means that the structure of his system is deeply original, obscure and
complex, and very difficult to understand... That is why psychoanalysis
requires an extremely careful and critical methodological analysis and not a
naive superposition of the features of two different systems. (Vygotsky,
1926m/1982, p. 333)
In this passage one feels that Vygotsky was intrigued by Freud's original
and often speculative ideas and that he felt his writings deserved careful and
critical study. Both aspects — fascination plus critical distance — came out
even more clearly in Vygotsky's earlier references to Freud. Leaving the
textbook Pedagogical Psychology aside these can be found in his and
Luria's preface to Freud's Beyond the Pleasure Principle and in his The
Psychology of Art (Vygotsky and Luria, 1925a; Vygotsky, 1925J).
Vygotsky's Earlier Views on Freud and Freudo-M arxism
By far the most positive evaluation of Freud can be found in the preface to
Beyond the Pleasure Principle. In this preface — which preceded another
preface by Moshe Wulff - Vygotsky praised Freud as having "one of the
most courageous minds of this century" (Vygotsky and Luria, 1925a, p. 3).
He argued there that Freud's fantastic speculations about the death drive,
Thanatos, were speculations based on hard facts. Freud's truly original
ideas made him comparable to Columbus: both discovered a new continent
and neither provided us with a fully reliable map of the newly discovered
land (Vygotsky and Luria, 1925a, p. 13). Emphasizing the fact that Freud
wished to be a materialist thinker, Vygotsky welcomed Beyond the Pleasure
Principle as a valuable step towards the creation of a dialectical and
monistic psychology. That Vygotsky's views on Freud underwent a clear
evolution can be seen from his judgement about the possibility of develop-
ing a Freudo-Marxist approach. At that time he still considered the attempt
to find "a synthesis between Freudian theory and Marxism with the help of
the doctrine of the conditional reflexes and to develop a system of
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'reflexological Freudian theory' " to be "new and original" (Vygotsky and
Luria, 1925a, p. 4).
For The Psychology of Art Vygotsky analyzed other parts of Freudian
thinking. Looking for a theory that would give an adequate explanation of
the creation and experience of artistic creations it was impossible to avoid
discussing Freud's ideas and in the fourth chapter of the text he tried to
come to terms with them. He started his analysis of psychoanalytic theory
by immediately postulating the need for some concept of the unconscious to
explain the fundamental issues of a psychology of art. By restricting
ourselves to the analysis of conscious processes we will hardly find any
answers, for experience shows that neither the producer nor the audience of
artistic creations can fully explain the aesthetic feelings they experience. But
does the Freudian explanation of unconscious processes and the role they
play in the creation and reception of art satisfy the accepted standards of
scientific reasoning? Freud claimed that at the basis of artistic creativity is an
unsatisfied, often sexual drive. The artist's sublime creations are in effect
disguised unconscious wishes and the connoisseur admiring his work is
secretly satisfying his basic - again unconscious - needs. Psychoanalysts will
not, therefore, draw a sharp line between works of art, dreams, and
neuroses, since all of them represent the workings of the unconscious forces
of the mind. The function of art is easily explained by the Freudian theorist:
it allows both artist and connoisseur to satisfy their primitive needs without
violating the standards of (Western) society. An is a protection against rape
and murder.
Vygotsky (19251, p. 98) argued that the most flawed aspect of a theory
thus conceived is its understanding of the role of the form artistic creations
can take. According to psychoanalysts the role of the form is to mask the
primitive content of the story, like the manifest form of dreams masks their
latent content. At the same time the form has to allude in subtle ways to the
real pleasure behind the conscious scenery. The function of the form, then,
is to prepare for the unconscious satisfaction of basic needs. Vygotsky
concluded that for psychoanalytic theory the form is really a façade hiding
the real pleasure that is explained by the content. This implies that the
different forms and styles of art and their historical development are in
reality left without any explanation (Vygotsky, 19251, p. 102). To explain
the form of dreams and neuroses by referring to primordial drives may
make sense, Vygotsky stated, but art and its development are far more deter-
mined by social factors: "art can never be fully explained from the restricted
sphere of personal life" (19251, p. 110). It is one thing to claim that products
of art have an unconscious background that is transformed into socially
accepted forms, but it is another thing to explain just how these trans-
formations in the social sphere take place. Psychoanalysis, in Vygotsky's
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opinion, failed to provide this last explanation and he saw two reasons
for this failure. The first mistake was to try to reduce all psychological
phenomena to sexual drives. Secondly, by so doing psychoanalysts actually
went to the extreme of reducing the role of conscious processes to that of a
blind tool in the hands of unconscious drives, effectively reducing their role
to zero (19251, p. 104). Using an ever-growing catalog of sexual symbols
they were able fully to explain any work of art, whether created by
Michelangelo or Dostoevsky. To Vygotsky these "explanations" only sho-
wed the "extreme poverty" of the method, its sterility, and arbitrariness. He
would not accept that all creative processes could be explained by the
Oedipus complex and that, therefore, "man was a slave of his childhood."
How would one explain the different styles and qualities of novels, how
would one explain the different trends in music? The implication of such
psychoanalytic theorizing was that any distinction between the conscious,
social activity of artists and the unconscious activities of neurotics dis-
appeared.
Vygotsky concluded that the valid, practical application of psychoanaly-
sis in the domain of aesthetics still awaited its realization. The concept of the
unconsciousness was undoubtedly of fundamental importance but this
should not make us blind to the active role of conscious processes: art as the
unconscious is only the problem; art as the social solution of the uncon-
scious - that is its most likely answer (Vygotsky, 19251, p. 110).
Vygotsky on Freud: Conclusions
While being increasingly critical of many of Freud's concepts, Vygotsky still
deeply valued his work. His early interest in Hamlet - emphasizing the
drama's mystical and religious aspects - his fascination with James'
Varieties of Religious Experience, his wide reading of speculative "non-
materialist" thinkers, all show that Vygotsky preferred original (be they
speculative) conceptions to stale ideas that conformed to the accepted
world-view. His interest in Freud fits this basic feature of his thinking and
the present authors are inclined to see his interest in Freudian theory as
perfectly consistent with his early fascination with the hidden motives
explaining Hamlet's behavior (see chapter 2).
That Vygotsky continued to appreciate the original, speculative side of
Freud's writings is clear in an intriguing passage in his study of psychology's
crisis (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, pp. 335-6). Referring to his and Luna's
earlier preface to Beyond the Pleasure Principle he repeated his judgement
that, although Freud's theses definitely have a speculative nature and the
empirical corroboration of the claimed facts is hardly convincing, and
102 THE FIRST YEARS IN Moscow
although his ideas show dazzling contradictions and paradoxes, his idea of a
death drive (Thanatos) was valid for the biological science of the time.
Science clarified the idea of life to a great extent, Vygotsky added, but
cannot yet explain the concept of death. Death is generally understood as
the negation of life, its denial, but according to Vygotsky
death is a fact that has its positive sense too. It is a special type of being and
not only not-being... it is impossible to imagine that this phenomenon is in
no way represented in the organism, that is, in the processes of life. It is hard
to believe that death would have no sense or would only have a negative sense.
(Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, pp. 335-6)
Referring to Engels (1925/1978, p. 554) he expressed his belief that a
dialectical understanding of life would provide an underpinning of the idea
that "to live means to die" (cf. his letter to Levina quoted in chapter 1).
It is hard to understand what Vygotsky exactly meant by this passage. Of
course, these words were written when Vygotsky felt that he was "between
life and death; 1 am not yet desperate, but 1 have abandoned all hope"
(Vygotsky in a letter to Luria, dated March 5, 1926). But a reference to his
delicate health and the recurrent attacks of tuberculosis can only partially
explain why he apparently had given the issue a good deal of thought and
came to this conclusion. It is quite clear, however, that he appreciated
Freud's contribution to this domain. Borrowing a metaphor from Lev
Shestov he judged Freud's theory of Thanatos to be "no big highway in
science or a road for everyone, but an Alpine path above the abysses for
those free of vertigo" (ibid., p. 336). Science, in Vygotsky's opinion, was in
need of such books: they did not provide the truth, but were instrumental in
finding it. They did not provide all answers, but asked the right questions.
The asking of such questions, Vygotsky declared, requires more creativity
than is needed for the umpteenth observation of some phenomenon accord-
ing to some accepted cliche:
there are problems that one cannot approach flying, but that have to be
approached on foot, limping and... in these cases it is no shame to limp. But
he who only sees the limping is methodologically blind. For it would not be
difficult to show that Hegel is an idealist, the crows proclaim that from the
house-tops; it needed genius to see in this system an idealism that stood
materialism on its head, that is, to sever the methodological truth (dialectics)
from the factual lies, to see that Hegel, limping, was approaching the truth.
(Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 336)
What Vygotsky implied - borrowing Freud's (1920/1984, p. 338)
metaphor about limping towards the truth - was that Freud's writings
THE ROLE OF PSYCHOANALYSIS 103
constituted an important step towards the truth. However speculative,
paradoxical, and often simply wrong they may have been, they raised
important questions that a genuine Marxist psychology could not avoid.
The Demise of Psychoanalysis in the Soviet Union: The Reich-
Sapir Debate
In 1929 the well-known psychoanalyst and Communist Wilheim Reich
visited Moscow to lecture at the Communist Academy on the problem of
fusing Marxism and Freudian theory (Miller, 1986, p. 132). Rather surpris-
ingly Reich was allowed to publish this lecture in an article in Under the
Banner of Marxism (Reich, 1929). The publication, however, was part of a
carefully orchestrated scheme. Reich's paper was published together with a
note by the editorial board declaring that the fact that the article was
published did not imply that the editorial board shared the author's views.
In addition, the Parry official I. D. Sapir was given the German text of
Reich's lecture and was asked to write a reaction to it. Sapir's sharp
criticism of Reich's views was published in the same journal issue and
virtually marked the end of the public debate on psychoanalysis in the
Soviet Union (Sapir, 1929).
Reich's Version of Freudo-Marxism
Reich's paper was in part a reaction to Jurinets' attack on Freudian theory
(Jurinets, 1924; published in Unter dem Banner des Marxismus — the
German version of Under the Banner of Marxism — as Junnetz, 1925). He
began by distancing himself from authors like Kolnaj and by accepting the
validity of two types of criticism that had been repeatedly raised by Jurinets
and others. First, Reich admitted, psychoanalysis can never be a world-view
on a par with Marxism. Instead, it should be considered a psychological
method providing the description and explanation of mental life on a
natural scientific basis. Psychoanalysis, therefore, was a specific scientific
method applicable to a limited domain of scientific study. With this tactical
retreat Reich tried to avoid a conflict with Marxism as the sole provider of
the right world-view. Secondly, Reich added, the real subject of psychoana-
lytic theory is the mental life of societal man. The problems of mass
movements, politics, agricultural reform, etc. can indeed never be studied
through its methods. Marxism, therefore, should study societal phenomena,
while psychoanalysis should study societal man. The two scientific methods
could compensate and enrich each other.
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Reich did not accept the criticism that psychoanalysis as a method was
incompatible with Marxist thinking. Specifically, he countered the argu-
ments that (1) psychoanalysis was the product of a disintegrating bourgeois
society - the argument used by Jurinets (1924; 1925); and (2) that it was
idealistic. In his first argument he essentially said that the origin of an
argument says nothing about its validity and he shrewdly observed that
Marx's theory itself had been developed in a bourgeois society. Neither was
psychoanalysis idealistic in Reich's view but here he did not yet provide any
arguments, and just claimed that critics had unfairly concentrated on
various psychoanalysts' views not taking into account that these views
differed fundamentally from Freud's.
Before setting out to explain the main concepts of psychoanalytic theory
as he saw them, Reich made one remark about the materialist notion of the
psyche. Referring to different passages in the works of Marx and Engels he
explained that the mind is a material phenomenon, which, however, should
be studied at its own level. Reducing the mind to its organic properties
would not enhance our understanding one bit, he claimed (Reich, 1929, p.
184). To do so would be to commit the fallacy of "mechanistic material-
ism," a point of view that had been condemned by Marx, Engels, and Lenin.
Reich wisely refrained from giving a detailed description of the exact nature
of the mind's material being, nor did he explain in any detail why it could
not be reduced to organic factors. Instead he set out to explain the principle
ideas of psychoanalytic theory and the way he thought they were compat-
ible with the Marxist world-view.
The core of psychoanalytic theory is the doctrine of drives, Reich (1929,
p. 186) stated. In his opinion the sexual drive (libido) and the drive for self-
preservation had a clear organic origin, but Reich admitted having some
problems with Freud's later detection of the death instinct (Thanatos).
Seeing the destructive tendencies as the secondary result of the non-
satisfaction of the libido, however, one might be able to retain the essen-
tially organic, material basis of Freud's drive theory, Reich argued. But the
expression of these organic drives is heavily determined by societal factors.
The instinctual life is regulated by the reality principle, which is in essence a
function of the demands made by a given society, and, in the end, therefore,
of its economic structures. Reich (1929, p. 187) stated that: "All this is
rooted in the economic conditions; the ruling class claims a reality principle,
that serves the interests of its preservation of power." Reich ventured as his
opinion that the anal drives - traditionally associated with avance - would
be more prevalent in bourgeois circles, while the proletariat would be more
inclined to engage in procreative activities (1929, p. 188). The meaning of
the reality principle, therefore, was heavily dependent on the existing society
and would change in time.
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A person's unconscious, too, was heavily influenced by the society in
which he lived, for only those forces that are unacceptable are suppressed in
a given society. The censure exercised over the expression of unconscious
drives would be different in different cultures and in different time periods,
as would be the content of the unconscious. To illustrate the latter statement
Reich reminded the reader of the "interesting clinical finding" that at that
time many female patients had started dreaming of giant zeppelins (1929, p.
188). Both the suppression and sublimation of unconscious drives from the
id were intimately connected with the values and norms of the specific
society. Reich was able to conclude, therefore, that "psychoanalysis cannot
imagine a child without a society; it knows the child only as a societal
being" (1929, p. 189). It went without saying that the superego was fully
determined by society: the superego of the child is a product of the rules and
precepts prevalent in his family, a family that in its turn is dependent on
strictly economic conditions of living. The ego takes an intermediate posi-
tion, in trying to negotiate between the demands of the biological drives
from the id, on the one hand, and the societal demands of the superego, on
the other hand, it is often the plaything of these other parts of the dynamic
personality system. Reich concluded that the ego was half- and the superego
fully determined by the society in which the person lived. There could be no
doubt, then, that psychoanalysis gave due credit to both social and biologi-
cal factors in human development. Moreover, psychoanalysis could com-
plete Marxism in the sense that it could provide an analysis of the ways the
ideology of a specific society could influence a specific individual person.
Through the prism of the nuclear family - the dynamics of which were
explained by Freud by concepts such as the Oedipus complex - the
contemporary child internalized the prevailing ideology (1929, p. 191).
Reich continued by listing all the "laws" of dialectics and demonstrating
their objective presence in the psychoanalytic practice. Thus the continuous
stimulation of erogenous zones is only pleasant up to a certain moment,
which shows that the quantitative build-up of sexual energy suddenly gives
rise to a qualitatively different feeling (1929, p. 195). Likewise, psychoana-
lytic practice had seen many examples of feelings that turned into their
opposites - e.g. the sadistic child turning into a surgeon (1929, p. 198) -
thus demonstrating yet another of the basic tenets of dialectic thought.
Moreover, psychoanalysis gives us an insight into the dialectical fact that
many human actions are rational and irrational at the same time. A peasant
plowing the soil, for example, is at the same time symbolically having an
incestuous relationship with mother earth. Reich was convinced, however,
that in the end many seemingly irrational acts could be interpreted in a
rational way.
Reich raised the question of whether the Oedipus complex as such is also
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dependent on the type of society in which it is exhibited. Referring to Jones,
who had argued that the Oedipus complex had always existed in the same
form in human history, and to his opponent Malinowski, Reich opted for
the latter's point of view. In his opinion the whole Oedipus complex was, in
the end, determined by economic structures and would disappear in a
socialist society (Reich, 1929, pp. 201-2). It is true, Reich admitted, that
Freud in Totem and Taboo considered the Oedipus complex the cause of
sexual repression. This was probably because Freud did not take into
account the original matriarchical organization of human society, relying on
a Darwinian account of primitive society. We now know, however -
following Bachofen, Morgan, and Engels (see Kuper, 1988 and chapter 9) —
that it is possible to interpret the Oedipus complex as a result of societal
sexual repression, Reich reasoned. This would mean that the Oedipus
complex, or at any rate its expression, was tied to specific societies (Reich,
1929, p. 202). Thus, we can see Reich correcting Freud in order to bring the
latter's theory of the original tribe in accord with the Marxist canons.
Finally, Reich discussed the phenomenon of psychoanalysis from a
sociological point of view. In his view the emergence of a bourgeois
mentality led to the repression of sexual instincts, which in its turn led to an
alarming increase in the number of mental disorders. Everybody denied the
sexual nature of these disorders until Freud raised his voice, and vilified and
ridiculed he had to fight against the ruling bourgeois mentality m the
scientific world. However, Freud's uncovering of sexual repression was
fundamental: the phenomenon of sexual repression was more long-standing
than that of the exploitation of one class by the other. Moreover, sexual
repression was not limited to one specific class, although it did take different
forms in different classes. Reich was gloomy about the prospects for Freud's
theory: the ruling bourgeois mentality could not accept the shocking ideas
about the role of libido and the desirability of sexual freedom, and both the
expert and the layman did everything to deny or distort the theory. Already
former allies such as Jung, Adler, and Rank had dissented and to Reich this
showed that in a bourgeois society the demise of psychoanalysis was
unavoidable. Its future would lie in a socialist society: Marxist reforms
would bring about the necessary social revolution which would eliminate
the factors hampering the free expression of sexual drives. In this new
society, the task of psychoanalysis would be threefold: (1) to elucidate
mankind's history through the analysis of myths; (2) to take care of sexual
and mental hygienics; and (3) to assist in the sound upbringing of the new
generation (Reich, 1929, p. 206).
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Sapir's Reply
Reich's view of Utopia was not shared by Sapir, who flatly denied the
scientific validity of psychoanalytic theory as a whole and its compatibility
with the Marxist world-view. To begin with, Sapir did not accept "comrade
Reich's" modest claim that psychoanalysis was no more than a psychological
method for the description and explanation of individual societal man, a
method that was of no use in the domain of mass movements, politics, etc.
For Sapir the claims of psychoanalysis were much more pretentious. Refer-
ring to Freud's Mass Psychology and Ego Analysis, Totem and Taboo, and
The future of an Illusion, he remarked that Freud had definitely made
excursions into the realm of sociology. As a tool for sociological or social
psychological explanation, however, the value of psychoanalysis was close
to zero. Drawing heavily on Marx, Engels, and Plekhanov, Sapir gave the
following account of the relationship between society, social psychology,
and individual psychology.
The task of social psychology was to study the social psyche or ideology
that forms the intermediate link between the individual psyche and various
socio-economic phenomena. Forming part of a collective the person receives
the accepted ideology of this collective. Although the person is not passive in
this respect — he also is a co-creator of the ideology — the individual
properties of people are relevant for the sociologist only in so far as they
have an objective relation to the class struggle in all its forms. For, although
the laws of the individual psyche can conflict with the tasks of the collective
or its psyche, in the end they can always be explained by societal forces.
Therefore, psychological laws applying to the individual are always "super-
seded" in the system of the societal whole. It is true, Sapir reasoned, that a
minor role for these individual laws is present, as in the case of the personal
properties of a leading political figure — Lenin? — but "hardly anyone will
deny that this is no more than a rippling on the waves of societal-economic
development" (Sapir, 1929, p. 217). What Sapir was presenting, then, is a
"top-down" model, in which socio-economic factors determine social
psychological phenomena, which in their turn determine the individual
psychological processes. Form and content of individual acts are, therefore,
in the end determined by socio-economic factors. From this point of view it
is useless to point to the biological background of human motivation, for
this background has always been there and, thus, cannot explain the specific
differences between different social systems and epochs (1929, p. 218). The
methods of psychoanalysis - pointing to biological drives - and Marxism -
pointing to socio-economic laws - therefore, are simply not at the same level
and should not be juxtaposed.
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In Sapir's opinion Reich could not counter the above views. Reich could
explain something of the way in which an individual came to believe a
certain ideology, but not very much. Religious feelings, for example, do not
have to find their origin in sexual drives, Sapir reasoned. He suggested that
the beliefs of a rational theologian or a traditional believer are founded on
different grounds. Sapir concluded that (1) even on the level of the indi-
vidual psychoanalysis ignores the rich variety of internal motives; (2)
behavior is much more determined by social factors than by biological ones;
(3) the biological recedes completely in conscious acts; and (4) no matter
what the internal motives are, they form part of an objective social process
that explains them. "Let different people believe on different grounds -
sociologically speaking what matters is the fact that this specific religion
with this specific content is determined by certain societal forces" (1929, p.
220).
To strengthen his argument for the importance of a socio-economic
approach - as opposed to a purely biological one - Sapir mentioned the
beneficial effect on people's health of participating in the revolutionary
movement. The situation was different in the lower strata of bourgeois
society where the conditions - such as mass unemployment - for the
spreading of various diseases were excellent. This explained the fact that
diseases like tuberculosis and arteriosclerosis were especially widespread in
Western Europe and the United States. Sapir rightly concluded that even in
the field of medicine a purely biological approach is misguided. He did not
give credence to Reich's explanation of the prevalence of mental disorders in
bourgeois society. Taking the psychoanalytic point of view, a massive
repression of sexual drives might as well have led to the flourishing of
bourgeois culture through the mechanism of sublimation, which in Sapir's
view again showed the utter emptiness of psychoanalytic explanations of
social phenomena.
Sapir was more positive about psychoanalysis as a theory of individual
psychology, although also here he expressed serious criticism. He looked
approvingly at psychoanalysis' account of the mind as a dynamic system
consisting of different subsystems, one of which is the unconscious. Arguing
that quite probably these psychological processes formed the expression of
various psychological processes, he nevertheless stated that they could not
be reduced to elementary neurodynamic processes. Sapir expressly stated
the limitations of Pavlov's work with conditional reflexes. In his view these
inhibitory and excitatory processes took place in the "morpho-functional"
structure of the brain that developed during the history of the life of the
individual. Whether a stimulus would lead to a specific reaction — such as a
neurosis - would, therefore, depend on the structure of the brain that
developed during this individual's lifetime. Without taking this morpho-
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functional structure into account the talk of conditional reflexes would be
empty (1929, p. 228). Sapir concluded this intriguing reasoning with the
suggestion that brain structures differ for the conscious and unconscious
parts of the dynamic personality system and that the elementary neurody-
namic processes are determined by them. We can see, then, that Sapir opts for
a non-mechanistic, dialectic materialism, where the elementary physiologi-
cal properties are becoming "superseded" in the process of development.
This view is also evident in his comments on the notion of the unconscious.
He acknowledged that often people have motives for their acts that they do
not wish to admit. However, in Sapir's opinion these deep motives were (1)
not always unconscious; (2) not always very powerful; (3) rarely biologi-
cally based; and (4) lost all their power under favorable circumstances. For
Sapir psychoanalysis greatly exaggerated the role of libido in human
development, in not seeing that there are secondary, social motives, that
may have evolved genetically from the primary sexual motives but that
eventually acquired independence. Sexual motives do play a role, but are
fully controlled by the higher social motives that originated from them. It is
only when the latter are weakened (e.g. in the case of alcohol abuse) that the
primary motives come into play. Their role is very limited, however, and in
general the biological forces only indicate possibilities for development,
whereas economic forces will determine its direction (1929, p. 233). We
may conclude, then, that also in the domain of individual psychology
psychoanalytic theory was accused of overemphasizing the role of biological
factors to the detriment of the social ones.
Summarizing Sapir's critique of Reich's views we may say that they were
a restatement of several well-known themes. In the first place, no scientific
theory - whether psychoanalysis or any other - could compete with Marxist
thought when dealing with problems that had a clearly social psychological
or sociological impact. The excursions of different psychoanalytic authors
into this area highly irritated the ideological gatekeepers of dialectical and
historical materialism. Secondly, any theory that directly or indirectly called
into doubt the possibilities of social reform or progress — for instance, by
pointing to biological factors that limited these possibilities — by the same
token proved its unscientific approach. The supposedly ubiquitous drives of
human behavior posited by psychoanalytic theory were of no relevance for
its explanation. Real explanations had to be sought in the socio-economic
factors outlined by the theoreticians of Marxism.
The debate about psychoanalysis in the Soviet Union now had virtually
come to an end. Former psychoanalysts had changed their views (e.g.
Zalkind and Luria; although the latter still mentioned Vera Schmidt's work
in Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, pp. 135-43) or left the country (as Wulff
did). Against all hope the Psychoanalytic Society tried to continue its work,
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now with Kannabikh as its chairman. Vera Schmidt (1928a; 1929b) con-
tinued to cover the meetings of the society for the Internationale Zeitschrift
für Psychoanalyse, but not for very long. Her last report appeared in 1930
and covered the period from January 7, up to March 27, 1930. Thereafter
no more reports were received and the membership lists published in the
journal up to 1935 seem not to have been updated. Miller (1986, p. 131)
reports that Schmidt's school for the psychoanalytic treatment of disturbed
children was closed in 1928 (see also Kozulin, 1984, p. 94) and that the
Psychoanalytic Society was officially closed in 1933.
General Conclusions
Like all psychologists of the beginning of this century, Vygotsky and Luria
took a great interest in psychoanalytic theory. Luna's role in Soviet
psychoanalysis was far more prominent than Vygotsky's, who was at best a
fascinated outsider. In fact, the development of Luria's thinking cannot be
understood without a thorough study of the internal Soviet debates on
Freud and his followers. Part of this historical context — with all its comic
and tragi-comic aspects - has been reconstructed in this chapter. The history
of the origin, flowering, and demise of psychoanalysis in the Soviet Union
forms an instructive example of the way the new Soviet state would
eventually solve intellectual debates: by dictating the right world-views
from above. As such, the history of the psychoanalytic movement in the
Soviet Union was not at all unique. As Kozulin (1984, p. 94) has remarked:
"Psychoanalysis simply shared the common fate of all independent psycho-
logical movements. After the appropriate 'methodological' or 'ideological*
discussions, all major groups of Soviet psychologists - reflexologists, reacto-
logists, personalists, and pedologists - were silenced, their journals ceased
publication, and all translations of 'bourgeois' psychologists were banned."
Meanwhile, the differences between Vygotsky's and Luria's attitudes
towards psychoanalysis is interesting to observe. Broadly speaking, one
might say that Vygotsfcy - being always very critical of Freudian thinking -
never condemned the system as a whole but rather stressed its fundamental
contributions to psychological science. Luria, on the other hand, was an
ardent follower of Freud's ideas up to the late 1920s, when he turned away
from psychoanalysis and in later years he tended to ridicule his early
enthusiasm for psychoanalytic theory. Vygotsky's approach seems to have
been both intellectually more demanding and ideologically more dangerous,
for after Freud's writings fell into disrepute harsh criticisms of his thinking
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were welcomed as a shibboleth of the right world-view. Such unqualified
condemnations, however, are not to be found in Vygotsky's writings.
Vygotsky's indifference to the general ideological climate may again reflect
one of the basic dialectics of his personal life: a relative ideological independ-
ence based on a generally hopeless physical condition.
Konstantin Kornilov and
His Reactology
While Vygotsky was analyzing and writing about the psychological pro-
cesses of reacting to literary texts in 1922-3, another intellectual was
becoming involved in slightly different processes of reaction. That man was
Konstantin Kornilov, a recently promoted professor at Moscow University's
Institute of Experimental Psychology. Born in 1879, Kornilov had been
associated with the Institute since 1907, first as an assistant to its director,
Georgi Chelpanov (until 1915), then as a Privatdozent (until his promotion
to professorship in 1921; see Murchison, 1929, p. 557). For all his career
from 1910, Kornilov had been active as a meticulous experimenter in the
laboratory, studying the different kinds of reactions and adult subjects and
publishing some reports (Kornilov, 1913a, 1913b, 1914; Korniloff, 1922)
as well as a book The Theory of the Reactions of Man ( Uchenie o reaktsiakh
cheloveka) (Kornilov, 1922a). In the years 1922—4, Kornilov extended his
activities to experimenting with reactions other than those of his laboratory
subjects - who were colleagues at the Institute and officials of the State - to
the "stimuli" involving Marxist dialectical philosophy in conjunction with
psychology. As a result, the ground for entrance of a number of the
representatives of the "young generation" into psychology was prepared.
Vygotsky happened to be one of those brought into psychology by the
sequence of social actions and reactions set in motion by Kornilov.
The Psychology of Reactions: Development of Kornilov's Ideas
Like many of the psychologists of the 1920s, Kornilov's ideas developed in
the course of the 1910s. As he himself says (Kornilov, 1922a, p. 7), his ideas
acquired independence in 1913 when he started to study the dynamic nature
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of reactions, looking particularly at the "energy expenditure" during differ-
ent kinds of reactions in laboratory settings. He claimed to have completed
twelve separate experimental investigations in the decade 1910-20.
The Meaning of "Reaction"
On the basis of studies of reaction time in psychology, Kornilov conceptual-
ized "reactions" in a way that was unique in two respects. First, he was
interested in the process of the form of reaction (rather than a mere
registration of reaction times). This interest in reaction as a process was, he
claimed, the result of studying the "psychodynamics" of the Danish
psychophysiologist Alfred Georg Ludwig Lehmann (1858—1921), particu-
larly his Elements of Psychodynamics (Elemente der Psychodynamik)
(Lehmann, 1905). Kornilov's interest in the form of the reaction emphasized
the wholeness of the reaction process: "The reaction, as a primarily given
experience \perezhivanie] in the course of immediate experience is a certain
completed whole, from which we extract separate moments through analy-
sis and abstraction, giving them specific names" (Kornilov, 1922a, p. 13).
Life according to Kornilov, constitutes of reactions, each of which a
multitude involves interaction between the living organism and its environ-
ment. Each reaction, aside from the measurable latency rime (reaction time
= time from the stimulus to the onset of reaction), has both specifiable form
(the behavior of the subject in the course of reaction) and intensity. Turning
to real-life phenomena, Kornilov illustrated the relevance of the reaction
dynamics by way of differences between people in their behavior:
some, while greeting you, briefly and feebly shake your hand, while others, on
the contrary, do it unhurriedly and vigorously. Waiting for admittance one
person will give an abrupt and penetrating ring, quickly and forcefully
pushing the electric button, while others produce a weak and hesitant bell-ring
by a slow and feeble touch of the burton - in time you may be able to guess
correctly who is coming to visit you. However, where this speed and power of
movements of the subject is characterized most clearly is in the style of piano
playing. While for some it is characteristic to strike die keys quickly and
forcefully, others, in contrast, produce the sound through a slow and light
touch of the instrument, and that differential pattern of the temporal and
dynamic moments creates the characteristic imprint of the style of different
musicians. (Kornilov, 1922a, p. 20)
Secondly, through the idea of organism-environment interaction, Korni-
lov linked his reaction concept with the energy concept. Reaction was
considered to be "nothing else but the transformation of energy and
constant violation of the energetic balance between the individual and the
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surrounding environment" (1922a, p. 13). Furthermore, these energetic
processes were viewed as producing the subjective side of the psychological
processes (1922a, p. 14). Kornilov toyed with the idea of a special kind of
energy — psychic energy — which would be as real as its physical counter-
parts (1922a, p. 141),1 since it is based on the time, intensity, and form of
the discharges of brain cells in response to external stimulation. Kornilov's
emphasis on the dynamic side of the reaction process — evident in his
emphasis on the intensity and the form of the reaction as opposed to mere
reaction speed - made it possible for a number of his co-workers in the
1920s to fit their psychodynamic (e.g. Freudo-Marxists, see chapter 5) or
sociodynamic (e.g. Vygotsky, Reisner, Beliaiev) approaches to the general
framework. Furthermore, the well-known theory of N. A. Bernstein (fiziolo-
gia aktivnosti: physiology of activity) was also linked with Kornilov's
reaction-dynamic theorizing in the 1920s.
Variety of Reactions: From Simple to Complex
Kornilov's experimental program (carried out in 1910—21) included the
study of seven types of reactions, which constituted a profile of measures for
his analysis of behavior (1922a, pp. 22-3):
1 the natural reaction was described as putting the subject into condi-
tions in which he can react to the stimulation in the most comfortable
ways;
2 the muscular reaction: the subject must make a movement as soon as
the stimulus is sensed, the attention is primarily concentrated on the
movement;
3 the sensory reaction: the subject must make a movement only after
clear perception of the stimulus. Attention is thus mostly concen-
trated on the stimulus;
4 the differential reaction (reaktsia razlicbenia): the subject is presented
two (simple differentiation) or more (complex differentiation) pre-
viously known stimuli. Movement follows only after their clear
differentiation;
5 the choice reaction: the subject receives two previously known sti-
muli, and has to react to one of them and not to the other (choice
between movement and no-movement). Alternatively the subject may
be given more than two stimuli, and to each of them he has to
'Komilov was certainly not original in his reliance on the energy notion. That notion widely
entertained among European scientists at the turn of the century, and in Russian psychology
had already been used by Bekhterev (1904; see also Bekhterev, 1921/1922).
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respond by a specific movement (choice between various move-
ments);
6 the recognition reaction: the subject must react only to a given
stimulus in the array of many;
7 the associative reaction: the movement must follow only after the
stimulus has triggered a first association in the mind (free associa-
t ion) , or after the stimulus has evoked an image that stands in a
specific logical connection with the stimulus (logical association).
These seven reaction types cover the range from the most simple (1) to the
highly complex (7). By way of this range of reactions studied by Kornilov it
becomes apparent how the consciousness-oriented behaviorism - which
Korniîov's "reactology" in the 1920s was, in contrast with Pavlov's and
Bekhterev's reflexological reductionism - could emerge under his leader-
ship. The reaction types can be viewed as qualitatively different from one
another, and so Kornilov did not have to compromise his thinking in order
to incorporate dialectical Marxism within it in 1922-3, when he began his
fierce fight for "Marxist psychology" to be accepted. The range of reaction
types was seen as a profile of the reactions of the subject, which led Kornilov
to the formulation of the "general law" of human behavior: the "principle
of monophasic energy expenditure" (printsip odnopoliusnyi traty energii).
On the other hand, the reaction profiles of different subjects became linked
with Korniîov's speculation on the nature of work habits, which in their
turn were instrumental in the vicious criticism of his work by the ideological
critics of the early 1930s (see below).
The Principle of the Monophasic Energy Expenditure
Kornilov defined this main principle of his theory in the following way: "the
reasoning activity and external expression of movements are in a reverse
relationship to each other: the more complex and intense the thinking
process becomes, the less intense becomes the external expression of move-
ment" (1922a, p. 122).
Thus, Kornilov's basic law of reaction is quite simple: "energy" becomes
"expended" either externally (in observable behavior) or internally (in
mental reactions in the mind). Furthermore, Kornilov's principle is develop-
mental in its nature. The emphasis on "becoming" in his formulation
cannot be interpreted merely as a phrasing to illustrate a formal correla-
tional relationship. Rather, Kornilov's principle set up the developmental
sequence of reactions as proceeding from the external to the internal (in a
sense this emphasis constituted a very fitting context for Vygotsky's later
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emphasis on the internalization of external functions). Kornilov stressed the
primacy of the externa) side of reactions over the internal ones:
to be alive, to possess psyche - that means first of all to express oneself in
action. If living beings only possessed intellect and emotions, but would not
express themselves in actions, there would be no life in the world, and
consequently no psyche... Only external appearance creates life, only
through those expressions can we make conclusions about the presence of
intellect and emotions. (1922a, p. 127)
Kornilov's argument in favor of the active organism as the condition for
the emergence of psychological functions was set up to counter Meumann's
(1908) strong emphasis on the role of intellect in human psychology. This
argument also antedates the main standpoint of the so-called "activity
theory" (e.g. Leont'ev, 1975), which became a catchword in Soviet psychol-
ogy much later.
The Roots of Intellect in the Process of History
Kornilov viewed the development of intellect as "an inhibited will-process
that is not turned into action" (1922a, p. 128, added emphasis). Again,
countering the "cognitive primacy" that Meumann's ideas included, Korni-
lov emphasized the developmental nature of all intellectual processes. Thus,
the capability of setting goals and making them conscious (predstavlenie
cell) could not be seen as a starting point for intellectual processes, but
rather as an end-state of psychological development (1922a, p. 127) which
enables the organism to relate to its environment in qualitatively novel
ways. The idea that the inhibited nature of will leads to the development of
cognitive functions aligns Kornilov's theorizing with Freud's emphasis on
sublimation, paving the way to the emergence of "Freudo-Marxism" in
Kornilov's Institute in the mid-1920s (see chapter 5).
Kornilov's argument against Meumann in the realm of primacy of the
activity over intellect (and will) took an interesting historicistic turn. Korni-
lov argued first that if Meumann's position was correct, then all human life
would historically develop towards the minimum of external activity and
maximum of intellectual efforts (which are not observable). This would be
equal to the "merging with God" as the highest and ultimate goal of the "all
world process." Declaring this view of history "anti-historical" (1922a, p.
133), Kornilov argues that human history reflects a tendency toward
overcoming the disharmony between intellect and will, both in the minds of
individuals and in the psychology of whole social classes. He views this
synthesis (equilibration) of will and intellect in the achievement of "reason-
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ably acting will" (razumno deitsvuiushchaia volia) that is seen as the
historical (and desired) future goal both for individuals and whole societies
(cf. 1922a, p. 134). In the case of individuals, the "reasonably acting will"
would allow the person to benefit from new (higher) cognitive functions in
the area of intentional action, and novel intentional actions can "feed into"
the intellectual processes. In terms of dialectical thought, Kornilov implied
that the "qualitative leap" of the "intellect —* will system" belonged to a
higher level of interdependence. It was the application of this synthesis of
will and intellect at the level of societies which enabled Korniiov to admit
the possibility of a social Utopia - the new Soviet state, which proclaimed
the building of a fair and qualitatively unsurpassed new society of equality,
freedom, and work.
Applied Implications: For Work Processes and Education
Kornilov's proclamation of his "reactology" as the direction for psychology
to take in the 1920s was explicitly linked with issues of application of that
reactology in the social praxis of the changing society. He saw two main
areas of applicability of his theory and experimental techniques: in the
optimization of work (in the context of a subdisciplme that was labeled
"psychotechnics" in the 1920s), and in the complex study of child develop-
ment in the context of "paedology."
In his analysis of the process of work (1922a, pp. 143—52; 1922b),
Kornilov attempted to characterize seven different types of work by the
kinds of reactions (see p. 114) that are necessarily involved in the process
and give the process its main emphasis. For instance, the natural type of
work processes (based largely on reaction type (1) is the case of work in
which:
the person in the process of work is in a more or less unpressured state and
fulfills the task without special tension, since it fits his nature. He focuses his
attention more or less equally between the object of work and his movements.
Trie professions that belong to this type do not demand either intense
reasoning activity or intensive muscular activity. Such are most small jobs in
home management, the work of technical personnel in institutions: the
doorman, watchman, errand boy, maid, janitor, etc. (1922a, p. 145)
In contrast, the most complex work-type - work processes of the associa-
tion type - involved all the intellectual professions. In cases of this type, the
more the task (demands) in terms of the required associations to link it with
other knowledge, the longer the time the task takes, and the lesser the
energy expenditure in the peripheral "work organ" (1922a, p. 149). Follow-
ing his principle of monophasic energy expenditure, Korniiov argued that
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the transition from peripheral expenditure of energy to central energy expend-
iture is more complicated than the reverse process. That is equal to the fact
that the transition from mental to physical work always takes place more
easily, than the reverse process of change from physical work to mental work.
In its applied meaning this implies that to create a representative of physical
work from the intellectual person is an easier task than to create an intellectual
person out of a professional of physical work. (1922a, p. 151)
This contrast between two directions of change in professions turned out
to be prophetic in two ways. First, the idea of the difficulty of turning
physical workers into intellectuals was embodied in the fate of Kornilov's
own future when (around the time of the forceful entrance of the "proleta-
rian intellectuals" into academic positions) his critics made active use of this
"bourgeois superstition" of his. The Party's task was to create trustworthy
academics out of people of proletarian background and dubious education
- exactly the transition that Kornilov had declared difficult. Secondly,
Kornilov's explanation of the easy transfer from intellectual work to "re-
education" though manual labor became a widespread practice as more and
more "old intellectuals" were assigned to such enforced change of the type
of work by the State in the form of labor camps.
The paedological application of reactology as seen by Kornilov extends
the discourse of "work reactology" into the developmental process of
children in the context of education. He evoked the slogan of the Soviet
State — synthesis of physical and mental work (as it was widely propagated
in the context of the "labor school" (irudovaia shkola)) - and advocated the
exact study of "pedagogical reactions" of children (1922a, p. 157). The
synthesis of mental and physical work was proclaimed to be the criterion of
"harmonious education", which, however, was declared to be impossible in
capitalist class society (1929, p. 158). The implementation of the principle
of synthesis of the physical and mental work in child development was
supposed to lead to a new form of relationship between central and
peripheral energy expenditure: moving from the monophasic to biphasic
(central—peripheral) expenditure (1922a, p. 159). This synthesis linked
Kornilov's dynamic psycho-reactology with his acceptance of dialectical
materialism that became the ordinary social discourse theme of Soviet
sciences in the early 1920s.
Kornilov and Dialectical Materialism: The Next Step
Kornilov's work in the area of reaction dynamics provided a sound founda-
tion for links to be built with the dialectical thought system which became
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widespread in the Soviet Union in the early 1920s. However, ideas do not
usually exist independently of actions (Kornilov's own point!) and Korni-
lov's shift to dialectic philosophy was mirrored in his actions in the context
of the establishing of psychology. He began by usurping his mentor Georgi
Chelpanov (the founder and Director of the Institute of Psychology at
Moscow University) and forcing him into retirement (not an impossible
task, as Chelpanov was 60 years old in 1922). Going beyond the provincial
context of Moscow, Kornilov's encouraged institutional self-actualization
which led to his taking a leading role in the newly started "fight for Marxist
psychology." Of course Kornilov had to accept the tenets of dialectical
thinking and Marxist terminology relatively quickly in order to satisfy this
wider ambition.
Kornilov's newly adopted role as an "activist for a Marxist psychology"
was first mooted during his presentation on January 14, 1923 at the First
All-Russian Congress of Psychoneurology (Kornilov, 1923a). Eager to
develop a Marxist psychology (and to become the Director of the Institute
where he was working), Kornilov gave a strong vindication of his theories
of reactology in opposition to Chelpanov's "idealist psychology." He did
not hesitate to use rhetorical means meant to discredit Chelpanov's thinking
from the point of view of the newly dominant social ideology of the Soviet
state. So, Chelpanov's school of thought was declared to be "a servant" of
idealist philosophy which for its part was seen as a "servant of religion"
(Kornilov, 1923b, p. 86). On other occasions (e.g. in his bitter dispute with
Struminsky (1926), a leftist speculative Marxist, Kornilov, by this time
Director of the Institute, defended his own position by pointing to the
similar stance taken by other psychologists at the Institute, so presenting a
unified "front." His detractors were accused of "anti-dialecticalness" and
"revisionism" in their thinking (Kornilov, 1926c, p. 186). Thus, by being
involved in the conception of the institutionalization of early Soviet psychol-
ogy, Kornilov quickly became a deft politician, whose manoeuvres in the
Institute involved the strategic use of ideology to further the development of
his own research and science.
In his efforts to "fight" the Chelpanovian "speculative psychology"
(umozakliucbitel'naia psikhologia) Kornilov tried to enlist potential allies
from the different corners of psychology who would be antagonistic to
Chelpanov's introspection-oriented psychology. First, psycoanalytic tradi-
tions were evoked as useful for building a "new psychology."
Psychoanalysts' methodology of the study of hidden psychological processes
by way of external reactions (Kornilov explicitly used the metaphor of an
iceberg - the study of nine-tenths of it by way of external signs, or the
remaining one-tenth; 1923a, p. 45) was similar in its structure to Kornilov's
reactology. Like reactological methods, psychoanalytic methodology was
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perceived as diminishing the dominant role of introspectionist methodol-
ogy. In a strange marriage, psychoanalysis became a bedfellow to Russian
behavioristic approaches to behavior (see chapter 5). The latter became a
topic of discourse in 1923, as Bekhterev's General Foundations ofReflexol-
ogy and Pavlov's collection of papers Twenty Years of Experience in the
Study of Higher Nervous Activity were published that year. However, the
highly "materialistic" physiological emphases of Bekhterev and Pavlov were
not well suited to Kornilov's goals. He attacked Bekhterev's use of the
energy concept, claiming that by the central role of that concept Bekhterev
left "materialism" behind (Kornilov, 1923b, p. 90). In order to highlight the
differences between his own use of the energy concept and that of Bekh-
terev, he claimed allegiance with Lenin's maxim of psychic processes being
features of matter.
Pavlov's emphasis on the reduction of all psychological processes to
"conditional reflexes" was rebutted by Kornilov in a different context.
Pavlov's opposition to the new regime in Russia which had emerged as a
result of a war, revolution, and famine, was clear-cut (see Joravsky, 1985,
1989, chapter 7). In his text of 1923 Pavlov made a revealing comment
about the times he lived in, calling for the need to explain the complexity of
the human psyche, which, being "led by dark forces" inflicts upon itself
"unexpressable miseries through wars and revolutions" the horrors of
which replicate "inter-animal relationships." Pavlov called for the establish-
ment of an objective science of human nature, which could "bring it out
from the contemporary darkness in the field of interpersonal relations"
(Pavlov, 1923, p. 128). Kornilov did not hesitate in pointing to Pavlov's
opinion of the social changes in Russia, and on several occasions he
reiterated Pavlov's phrase in his paper (Kornilov, 1924b, pp. 93, 94-5). It
should be remembered, however, that in these efforts to discredit Pavlov's
reputation, Kornilov was merely aligning himself with Bukharin (1924a)
and Zinoviev (1923), who had started the campaign a year previously.
In the 1920s ideological in-fighting slowly became the characteristic of
most of Russian psychology, and became the dominant means of Soviet
psychological discourse in the 1930s. Still, apart from the efforts to discredit
his opponents, Kornilov's acceptance of the newly popular ideology of
"dialectical materialism" was founded on his earlier reasoning about reac-
tion dynamics. It was the nature-philosophical dialectics of Friedrich Engels
(which became increasingly widespread in Soviet Marxist philosophy by the
mid-1920s) that served as Kornilov's starting point for an amalgamation of
his "reactology" with Marxist philosophy. Engels' nature-philosophical
standpoint was characterized by accepting the principle of development as
the kernel of all understanding of the world. In his presentation at the
Second Psychoneurological Congress in January, 1924 (that is, shortly after
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taking over the Directorship of the Moscow Psychological Institute from
Chelpanov), Kornilov proceeded to outline an application of the Marxist-
dialectical viewpoint to psychology. He did so by emphasizing the relevance
of the "law of development of nature, history, and thinking," pointing out
to his audience that it is exactly the emphasis on the latter that is a "category
of purely psychological kind" (1924a, p. 107). In his characterization of the
major "principle of dialectic method," that of "continuous variation,"
Kornilov argued that "the world must be understood not as a complex of
complete things, but as a complex of processes in which things that to us
appear constant, as well as thought images (that is, concepts) in our heads,
undergo the continuous process of emergence and extinction" (1924a, pp.
107-8).
Furthermore, the principle of the "leaping" transition from quantitative
to qualitative (and vice versa) development was important, and was rooted
in the Hegelian dialectical methodology that was the starting point for all
Marxist philosophy. Application of the idea of qualitative transformation of
phenomena to their opposites was not difficult in the realm of psychology:
It is generally known that a qualitatively defined emotion, when it reaches a
certain limit in its development, transforms into an emotion that is qualita-
tively different. Indeed, I am not speaking about the elementary states of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction, which at a certain duration and intensity
transform into their opposite feelings. If we take more complex emotions we
can observe, for instance, that the feeling of [self]-praise, when it reaches a
certain key point, transforms into the feeling of self-admiration; the feeling of
self-worth into a feeling of pride, economizing becomes stinginess, bravery
becomes impudence, etc. (1924a, pp. 110—11)
The dialectical "triad" (thesis - antithesis - synthesis) fitted well into
Kornilov's dynamic perspective of psychological phenomena. Furthermore,
Kornilov inserted the role of contradictions into the developmental process
as its main "engine." Every developmental process takes place as a result of
contradictions, the negation of the "thesis" by its "antithesis", which leads
to a "synthesis" in the emergence of a novel form in the given development.
Kornilov explicitly viewed conscious and unconscious processes as "thesis"
and "antithesis" to each other and hence new psychological phenomena
were seen as emerging as a synthesis of these two spheres:
Here, in a number of concrete forms we see that what was conscious becomes
embedded in the unconscious sphere, in order to emerge again later in a
conscious form, richer in content. Such are the processes of remembering,
which are followed by unconscious processing and new reproduction in the
act of imagination. Such is, by its nature, the act of creation, where from
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conscious formulation and oftentimes intense work on the given problem,
when we do not reach a solution, we will receive it considerably later as a
result of intensive work in the unconscious sphere. (1924a, p. I l l )
Kornilov's interest in dynamic relationship between conscious and uncon-
scious processes was based on his devotion to the study of the dynamics of
reaction parameters under the conditions of increasing task difficulty. The
dynamic view of the "principle of monophasic energy expenditure" that
Kornilov entertained, followed a similar pattern:
the person who is involved in a certain type of mental work (the central
discharge), will expend less energy in the movements of his organs - eyes,
limbs (peripheral discharge) - the more complex the mental work is. But if we
make that mental work excessively difficult, it inevitably leads, earlier or later,
to an explosive, affective expression of inhibited peripheral activity. (1927, p.
203)
Thus Kornilov viewed the dialectical unity of cognitive and affective
processes in the context of problem-solving ("reaction tasks") as generating
qualitatively different outcomes depending upon the complexity of the task.
This parallels the emphasis on interaction between the conscious and
unconscious processes in psychoanalytic reasoning. He viewed the
"psychoanalytic act" as a synthesis that entails the dialectical re-
organization of the "energy expenditure" between the mental and bodily
spheres (see 1924a, p. 112). Given this parallel, it was not at all surprising
that Kornilov made it possible for a number of young psychoanalytically-
oriented investigators (e.g. Averbukh, Luria, and Fridman; see chapter 5) to
continue their psychoanalytic studies as part of the activities of the Psycho-
logical Institute. Kornilov's holistic view of the reaction processes enabled
him to appreciate the complexity of psychological functions and their
interdependence with social settings (1925b, p. 22).
Undoubtedly one of the most widespread misunderstandings about Kor-
nilov's psychological credo that the retrospective Soviet official sources on
the history of psychology have promoted, is that of the essential similarity of
his "reactology" to Bekhterev's "reflexology" and American behaviorism.
Ironically, the roots of this myth can be located in the efforts of his former
teacher and later adversary Georgi Chelpanov, who declared that a congru-
ence existed between Kornilov's and Bekhterev's "reductionism" of all
subjective psychological processes to a system of reflexes (Chelpanov,
1924). Kornilov forcefully rebuked the accusation, pointing to the applica-
tion of dialectical synthesis on the study of behavioral and psychological
aspects of human activity as the basic difference between his and Bekh-
terev's methodologies (Kornilov, 1925c). His perspective on the mind-body
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problem was an interactionist one - the mind (subjective psychological
processes) is interdependent with the body (physiological and behavioral
processes). The psychological processes are functionally dependent (funk-
tsional'naia zavisimost; Kornilov, 1925b, p. 20) upon the physiological and
behavioral processes, but not reducible to the latter, nor separable from
them. Furthermore, behavior in itself cannot be studied without taking the
subjective psychological side into account:
if we want to study the actual behavior of a concrete and holistic personality,
we must take into account both of these sides, ob)ective and subjective, since
in every reaction of the living organism both these sides are inseparable from
one another. Such a two-sided, study of human behavior merged into an
inseparable unity i call reactological investigation, since the concept of reac-
tion, differently from reflex, includes both these sides. And so, exactly that
inseparable and organic merge between the subjective and objective sides gives
us that synthesis that must be at the foundation of Marxist psychology.
(192Sb, p. 19)
Finally, Kornilov envisaged the use of dialectics in psychology on a large
scale, not limiting it only to the explanatory side of psychological constructs
but arguing for its introduction as the method of investigation. In the latter
application, he stressed the relevance of the "dialectical leap" as the basic
principle by which psychological development takes place. Hence the
methodology used to study development has to fit that nature of the
phenomena - first and foremost, in the study of child development and of
the qualitative change in the psychology of people in pathological cases
(1924a,p. 113).
In sum, Kornilov's (developing) ideas for a "Marxist psychology" in the
years 1923-7 paved the way, in all their aspects, for entrance of Vygotsky
to the field of psychology. Both were interested in the Hegelian synthesis as
fundamental : Kornilov accomplished that in his fight for the reconstruction
of psychology; while Vygotsky moved in a parallel direction in his efforts to
understand how recipients of art messages arrive at new feelings. Both were
active in trying to understand dynamics of complex processes: for Kornilov
these were reactions of subjects under different task conditions; for
Vygotsky these were the different receptions of complex literature and
theatre performances. Furthermore, Kornilov's (often rhetorical) statements
about the kind of psychology he wanted to build espoused themes that later
become developed in Vygotsky's (and his colleagues') work. Thus, the call
for dialectics as a method of investigation became elaborated in concrete
form in the "method of double stimulation" (1927-9) (see chapter 9), and
the unity of developmental processes in ontogeny and pathology can be seen
in the early 1930s when Vygotsky and Luria became intensively involved in
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medicine. Under Kornilov's new directorship the Institute of Experimental
Psychology in the mid-1920s was an environment that (with the concurrent
"fight" for "Marxist psychology") constituted a fertile ground for Vygots-
ky's development. Of course, Vygotsky's importation to the Institute was
part of a major organizational change of that institution under Kornilov's
guidance.
Kornilov's "Path to Power" at the Moscow Psychological
Institute
Kornilov had been associated with Chelpanov from the time the latter
started working at Moscow University (in 1907, after teaching at Kiev
University in 1892-1907). He was an active participant in the work of the
Psychological Seminary, which served (prior to the establishment of the
Psychological Institute) as the major higher educational center for Russian
psychologists, and was attached to the Faculty of Philosophy of Moscow
University. Among the members of the Seminary, Kornilov appears to have
been one of the most active, as were Nikolai Rybnikov (a child psychologist
who continued his work in parallel to Kornilov throughout the 1920s), and
Pavel Blonsky. From the Fall of 1909, Kornilov was the leader of one of six
groups of students who studied reaction types in the framework of the
laboratory "practicum" in experimental psychology and this group con-
tinued to conduct research under his leadership for years (see "Otchet o
deiatel'nosti," 1914).
As one of the first junior assistants to Chelpanov, Kornilov was a
participant in the establishment of the Psychological Institute in 1912 (see
Chelpanov, 1914, for a detailed history of the Institute), and worked in it
from its beginning. In his social-political world-view, Kornilov claimed to
have been close to the social democratic movement in Russia since 1905 (see
Petrovsky, 1967, p. 56), and this may have encouraged him to become
involved in the building of a new science in the context of a "new social
order" in the early 1920s. Teplov candidly commented upon the speed of
Kornilov's conversion into a "new psychologist:" while in 1921 Kornilov
had still been in favor of the separation of psychology from philosophy, he
then called for the use of Marxism in order to re-organize psychology in
January 1923 (Teplov, 1960, p. 11).
What events took place in the Psychological Institute and its social
environment in that short space of time? The events of the early 1920s seem
to indicate intellectual and local-political turmoil. Interestingly, among the
Russian intellectuals who had been associated with the Psychological Insti-
tute in the pre-1917 years, it was not Kornilov but Blonsky who first raised
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the issues of "Marxist reformation" of psychology (Blonsky, 1920, 1921;
see also Joravsky, 1985, 1989). Around the same time, in November 1921,
Chelpanov was reappointed to the Directorship of the Psychological Insti-
tute (Petrovsky, 1967, p. 59). In March 1922, Lenin's article "On the
meaning of militant materialism" was published in the journal Pod zname-
nem marksizma (Lenin, 1922), leading to the upsurge of an active (indeed
militant) "fight" for Marxism in the intellectual sphere of society. This took
the form of establishing new institutional strongholds for a development of
"Marxist" science. Furthermore, in 1921—2 there was a wave of reactions
against "bourgeois" intellectuals and scientists, many of whom were sent to
exile in the West in 1922 (161 leading scientists in philosophy, sociology,
and other areas) (Joravsky, 1985). The exile of these specialists was publicly
explained by the need for educating the "proletarian intelligentsia" who
would be ideologically fully devoted to the new regime, while being compa-
rable in expert knowledge to the specialists with "bourgeois backgrounds."
The latter "could not be trusted ideologically" and were denounced as anti-
Soviet "schemers," charges supported by claims that they had concealed
their "scheming" by means of their possession of knowledge not available
to the proletariat (see Pervoe predosterzhenie, 1922, p. 1). The distrust of
the "intelligentsia" was phrased in terms similar to the justifications of the
expropriation of property of the "bourgeois" classes as a result of the
revolution: the proletariat had taken the property, and now the time had
come to take privileged knowledge from the bourgeois intelligentsia who
possessed it. Of course, knowledge could not be simply and directly
expropriated, but only gradually learned from the "old generation," who
would be subsequently replaced by the newly learned, ideologically loyal
"cadres." It is probably a myth to consider the 1920s in the Soviet Union a
time of high freedom in intellectual innovation (cf. Jakhot, 1981). Rather,
such a de facto freedom may have been a result of the asynchrony between
the "takeover" of political and intellectual "power" by the new regime.
Having taken over the political power and gradually consolidated it, the
regime could afford to allow social discourse which appeared to be unfet-
tered, within limits. The proof of those limits can be seen in the fate of the
intelligentisia in August 1922, when some of them were exiled to the West
but others were said to have been "sent to the Northern provinces of
Russia" (Pervoe predosterezhenie, 1922, p. 1), a pattern that antedates the
wider "relocation programs" of selected Soviet people in the 1930s.
So, the beginnings of the fight for Marxist psychology in the early 1920s
were closely intertwined with the gradual efforts of the Soviet regime to
annexe the domains of the scientific and humanitarian knowledge, and
exiling the specialists of untrustworthy class backgrounds. Of course, that
set two axiomatic conditions for the "new" psychology: it had to declare
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unquestioningly its allegiance to Marxism, and the issue of the class-
determinism of psychological phenomena had to surface in it in some form.
Indeed, the Soviet society of the early 1920s became filled with social
suggestions and expectations for the conversion into and following of 3
"Marxist line". Of course, what that "line" should be like, was not (yet)
strictly determined, hence it was possible for many different versions of
"Marxist psychology" to emerge and compete for dominance in the psycho-
logical and philosophical discussions of the 1920s.
As a serious thinker of his time, Chelpanov, much like Pavlov, could not
(and would not) remain silent under the upsurge of ideological militant
turmoil, calling it openly an "ideological dictatorship of Marxism" in 1922.
The timing for this outburst seems to have coincided with the fate of his
academic colleagues as they were exiled from the Soviet Union that year.
Chelpanov had been the Chairman of the Moscow Psychological Society
since its re-opening in 1920 (after a two-year break, due to the war and the
death of its first chairman L. M. Lopatin). The Society finished its activities
in 1922, "in conjunction with the exile of the most active reactionaries" (!)
as one Soviet description put it (Chagin and Klushin, 1975, p. 44).
Chelpanov's public statements about the "ideological dictatorship"
evoked defensive and suspicious reactions from the promoters of the new
"Marxist science" (see Bukharin, 1924b, p. 133; Frankfurt, 1925). Korni-
lov's criticism of Chelpanov merely reflected the increasing ideological
chasm between the new political regime and Chelpanov. In his first procla-
mation of a "Marxist psychology" in January 1923, Kornilov devoted only
one paragraph to an attack on Chelpanov, reviewing (1923a, p. 43), his
position in respect to the "soul" (dusha) as an antidote to Lenin's "mater-
ialistic emphasis" on the psyche. By the end of that year, his attacks on
Chelpanov had become increasingly vicious in their content (e.g. the state-
ment that Chelpanov's "school" - from which Kornilov himself originated -
had been "undermining all trust in psychology"; 1923b, p. 86) but
remained relatively short, especially in comparison with his lengthy critic-
isms of Pavlov and Bekhterev. (It seems that the intensity of "Chelpanov-
bashing" in Kornilov's publications grew only after he had taken over the
Psychological Institute from Chelpanov.) The last major public attack
against Chelpanov occurred on October 24, 1923 in Pravda. About three
weeks later, on November 15, 1923 "it was suggested to Chelpanov that he
hand over the Psychological Institute to Professor Kornilov" (Petrovsky,
1967, p. 59). The transition of power had been administratively arranged,
and Kornilov rushed to re-organize the Institute along the lines of the new
"Marxist psychology" which he had been proclaiming for the past year.
The immediate effects of the Kornilovian takeover of the Psychological
Institute was remembered by an active "participant observer" of that
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process, Alexander Luna, (decades later, March, 1974). He joined the staff
of the Institute in the Fall of 1923 and was appointed to be its Academic
Secretary at the age of 21:
I was immediately immersed in the thick of events. Our Institute was supposed
to reform the whole psychological science by abandoning Chelpanov's idealis-
tic theory and creating a new materialist one. Kornilov spoke of a Marxist
psychology. He believed that one should give up subjective experiments and
make an objective study of behavior, notably of motor reactions, which
purpose was to be served by a dynamometer. Meanwhile the reform of
psychology was proceeding in two forms: first, by way of renaming things,
and second, by way of moving furniture. If my memory doesn't fail me,
perception was renamed reception of a signal for reaction; memory, retention
with reproduction of reaction; attention, restricting of reaction; emotions,
emotional reactions; in short, we inserted the word 'reaction' wherever we
could, sincerely believing that we were doing something important and
serious. At the same rime we were moving the furniture from one lab to
another. I remember very well that as I carried tables up and down the stairs, I
was sure that this would make a change in our work, and we would create a
new basis for Soviet psychology. That period was remarkable for our naivety
and enthusiasm, but predictably it soon reached a dead end. Differences with
Kornilov began almost from the beginning, as we did not like his approach...
(Levinn, 1982, pp. 154-S)
Luna's eyewitness reconstruction of the enthusiastic devaluation of "old"
psychology within the Psychological Institute should not, of course, be
taken at its face value. After all, his recollection of the Institute is personal
and he is armed with hindsight concerning Kornilov's "fall into disrepute"
in the early 1930s. The effort to re-name every aspect of psychology in
conjunction with the fashion for "reactology" was of course predictable.
Similar re-labelling has occurred since in Soviet psychology (e.g. finding
"reflexes" in every psychological phenomenon in the early 1950s, or
inserting the term "activity" everywhere in the social context of the Mos-
cow University Psychology Faculty in the 1970s). Likewise, international
psychological fashions are not very different. We eagerly speak of the
"cognitive revolution" in every area of psychology, while continuing the
study of behavior in ways that remind an outside observer of some lax
behaviorism. Furthermore, Luria's recollection of Kornilov's interest in the
study of behavior in an objective way reflects the official historiographical
equation of "reactology" with "reflexology" and condemns both for their
"mistakes" or for "lagging behind the progress of science" (see, e.g.
Petrovsky, 1967; Smirnov, 1975).
In many accounts, Luria has emphasized that the new personnel which
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was brought in by Kornilov was very young (see Luna, 1979, p. 31; 1982,
p. 18). However, quite a number of psychologists who had been associated
with the Psychological Institute before the civil war continued their work
there. A brief overview of the structure and activities of the Institute in 1924
illustrates the width of coverage of different areas, as well as the age
composition of the co-workers of different sections. The overview is largely
based on the report of the Academic Secretary of the Institute (Luria,
1926g), with additional material from a diversity of other sources.
The Institute (from 1924 its official name was "Moscow Institute of
Experimental Psychology") consisted of six sections:
(1) General Experimental Psychology. This section was led by Kornilov
himself (who was 45 years old in 1924), and included a varied list of
associates. First, both Pavel Blonsky (40 years) and Nikolai Bernshtein (28
years) were listed as the co-workers of this Section. Both had the highest
official rank within the Institute - "true member" {deistvitel'nyi chlen) - but
only Bernshtein was listed as being involved in a research topic. ("The layer
of reaction on the form of movement".) Bernshtein's relatively high formal
status may have been due to his connection with the Central Institute of
Labor, whose Director, Aleksei Gastev, made this Institute a rather impor-
tant insti tution in the social context of the 1920s. Blonsky was at that time
mostly involved in the activities of the Academy of Communist Education,
which he had helped to found in 1919 together with Nadezhda Krupskaia
(Sergeeva, 1974), and his work at the Institute in 1924 seems to have been
limited to one public lecture and a contribution to the first collection of
papers (Blonsky, 1925a). Kornilov's own research topic was given as "The
problem of reaction of maximum inhibition." Secondly, Alexander Luria
(aged 22) was listed as "scientific co-worker of the first rank", together with
a number of others carrying the "second-rank" label: V. A. Artemov (aged
27), Lev Vygotsky (aged 28), G. M. Gagaeva, S. I. Ginzburg, N. F.
Dobrynin (aged 34), and Ju. V. Frankfurt. Luria was listed as being very
active in organizing research and coordinating research efforts of students
and extra-mural co-workers on the topics of "objective symptoms of
complex reaction," "study of hypnogenic complexes," "inhibition of asso-
ciative reactions" (with A. N. Leont'ev who belonged to the category of
"extra-mural co-workers" in 1924), and "objective symptoms of complex
reactions of erythrophobics." Vygotsky was also reported to have taken
upon himself a similarly active role. He was involved in a collective project
(with L. S. Sakharov, L. V. Zankov, aged 22, and I. M. Soloviev, all of
whom were "extra-murals") to study dominant reactions, and was listed as
the advisor of I. M. Soloviev in a study of the influence of subdominant
stimuli on rhythmic work. Other co-workers of this section were involved in
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their individual topics: Artemov was studying the linkage between conditio-
nal reactions, Gagaeva studied the correlation between blood-type and
reaction-type, and Dobrymn the processes of attention. Ginzburg and
Frankfurt were not listed as being involved in particular experimental work.
The latter, of course, was highly prominent in his active "Marxist militant"
fight for a new psychology (e.g. Frankfurt, 1925). At the same rime, a
number of extra-mural co-workers of the Section were described as pro-
ceeding with their own specific topics at the Institute. R. V. Volevich had the
theme of "objective study of pain"; D. I. Ravkin investigated "reaction
rhythm in connection with human constitution"; T. D. Faddeev was
interested in the "relation of reaction speed and sensitivity to galvanic
electricity"; A. D. Miller (with Kornilov) studied "the dynamic side of
reaction to visual and acoustic stimuli"; T. Frenkel studied "movement
thresholds"; and E. I. Rubinstein and D. N. Bogojavlensky (with Luria)
"chain verbal reactions." Obviously, this Section was the most numerous
and active one within the Institute, where the activities of Luria and
Vygotsky proceeded in parallel with the experimental and philosophical
direction of Kornilov.
(2) Social Psychology. This section was led by the "true member of the
Institute," Professor Mikhail. A. Reisner (born 1868, died 1928; 56 years of
age in 1924). Reisner, who had been a law professor in St Petersburg in the
pre-1917 years (he was one of the first professors appointed to Bekhterev's
Psychoneurology Institute, teaching government law there from 1907;
Gerver, 1912), had declared his support for the Bolshevik regime in late
1917 (Fitzpatrick, 1970, p. 318), had been one of the founders of the
Socialist Academy in October, 1918 (Chagin and Klushin, 1975, p. 50), and
worked in Lunacharsky's Narkompros in the years following that. His
section included no collaborators designated as first rank, and only two of
the second rank (M. 1. Ginzburg-Dajan and Sudeikin). No experimental
topics were listed as being studied by this Section, so it can be assumed that
most of its activities in 1924 were theoretical in their nature, and in line with
Reisner's published work of the time, which linked Freudian and Marxist
ideas in psychology (Reisner, 1925).
(3) The Applied Psychology (Psychotechnique) Section was led by Professor
Isaak Shpilrejn (aged 33), a doctor from the University of Leipiz in 1912
who had moved from Gastev's Central Institute of Labor (where he had
been since its beginning in 1921) to the Psychological Institute in 1923
(while retaining the ties with the Commissariat of Labor, and the Commun-
ist Academy). He was listed himself as a first-rank co-worker and a member
of the Institute's Collegium. His section included only one other first-rank
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colleague, S. G. Gellershtein (aged 28), and ten extra-murals. The research
topics of this section included the theme of trainability in the study of
professions, methods of psychotechnical studies of large groups, the effects
of exhibitions on the visitors, and the use of language among Red Army
soldiers.
(4) The Psychopathology Section was headed by the member of the Institute
Aaron B. Zalkind (aged 35), a medical doctor (who studied at Moscow
University in 1906-11 and received his medical degree in 1918, after
practising in a military hospital through the war years), who by the early
1920s was a Marxist fighting for the reorganization of psychology (Dajan,
1924), psycho-hygiene (Zalkind, 1924b, 1930c), and pedagogics. Zalkind
was closely linked with the Bolshevik Party organization, and with the
Communist Academy. His section at the Institute included A. I. Zalmanzon
(first-rank co-worker) and B. D. Fridman (second-rank co-worker), with
only one listed extra-mural collaborator (somebody called Dr Khachitur-
jan). Only one theme of empirical investigation (carried out jointly by
Zalmanzon and Fridman) - the human constitution and reactions in con-
nections with the reaction rhythm in case of different illnesses - was listed
for 1924. The co-workers of this section were active in other ways over
1924: Fridman analyzed psychoanalytic thinking (Fridman, 1925; see chap-
ter 5), discussed issues of psychotherapy and Marxism at the internal
colloquia of the Institute, and at the Second Psychoneurological Congress in
January. It seems that Zalkind was the key connection between Kornilov
and the ideological leadership of the Soviet intelligentsia. He, like the
leading philosopher of the time - A. M. Deborin - were members of the
Institute's Collegium.
(5) The Child Psychology Section was headed by Kornilov's peer from the
years of joint studies and work at Chelpanov's Institute (since 1907),
Nikolai Rybnikov. Like Blonsky (who had followed Chelpanov from Kiev
to Moscow in 1907; see Kozulin, 1984, chapter 6), Rybnikov had the rank
of true member of the Institute, but his Section included no listed full-rime
or part-time co-workers, and the only empirical research topic that was
listed for this Section was carried by Rybnikov himself ("Biogenesis of
child's speech reactions"). On that topic, Rybnikov gave only one presenta-
tion in the Institute's colloquia series in 1924. Rybnikov had been an active
investigator in the Chelpanov years (Rybnikov, 1916) and continued so
after Kornilov took over the Institute leadership (Rybnikov, 1925, 1926,
1928), but he was obviously very much on the periphery on the "mind-
scape" that dominated the Institute in 1924. He did participate actively in
the paedology movement in the latter half of the 1920s, but was never seen
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to implement any of the reactological philosophy promoted and vigorously
defended by Kornilov.
(6) The Animal Behavior Section was headed by Vladimir M. Borovsky
(aged 42) who, after getting his doctorate from the University of Heidelberg
in 1910, had been working at Saratov University (1918-20) and had moved
to Moscow as a Docent in 1920 to work at the First Moscow University. At
the Institute, he had the lowest rank (first-rank co-worker) among all
section heads in 1924, and his section consisted of only one other first-rank
colleague (the preparator of the laboratory, V. V. Troitsky), and of one
extra-mural co-worker (B. N. Beliaev). Two topics of empirical work were
listed for this section for 1924, both carried out by Borovsky: reactions to
monochromatic stimulation in invertebrates, and the study of delayed
reactions. Despite the small size of this section, Borovsky could be observed
to be rather active in 1924: he gave one general colloqium (on the "mecha-
nistic theory of animal behavior") and five internal colloquia at the Insti-
tute. Later, his activities led to the propagation of materialist psychology
(Borovsky, 1929a), and to overviewing of the Soviet psychology from
Kornilov's perspective (Borovsky, 1929b). A decade later, he was paired
with Kornilov in an attempt to attribute different negative characteristics to
them (Georgiev, 1937).
This detailed overview of the structure of the Institute in 1924 leads us to
think that it was not really such a monolithic fortress of new Marxist
psychology as Kornilov himself repeatedly presented it (Kornilov, 1926c,
1927). Indeed, the most numerous section, of General and Experimental
Psychology, was devoted to studies other than those of "reactology: " from
the philosophical and ideological activities of Kornilov and Frankfurt, to
numerous rather traditional-looking laboratory studies of younger co-
workers, to the clearly psychodynamically-oriented studies of "complexes"
instigated by Luria. At the same time, other sections seem to be either very
little touched by the new fashion for "reactology" (e.g. Rybnikov's), or
taking their activities in other directions that are only remotely linked with
Kornilov's theoretical efforts (Zalkind's psychopathology, Shpilrejn's
psychotechnics, Reisner's social psychology). While remaining distant from
the "reactological" theories of Kornilov, these three sections and their
leaders seem to have linked Kornilov well with other institutions which
were involved in the promotion of Marxist science and its administration,
that is, the Communist Academy and Narkompros (Reisner), the Commun-
ist Party Central Committee and its Agitprop department (Zalkind), and the
Commissariat of Labor as well as the Central Institute of Work (Shpilrejn).
In this respect, it is not surprising that Luria's eyewitness' account of the life
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at the Institute captured mostly the work of Kornilov's Section, which was
the most numerous and most active part of the re-organized Institute.
A plurality of perspectives is not easily tolerated at Russian academic
institutions, the hierarchical organization of which is largely indebted to the
German academic traditions. Furthermore, in the social turmoil of the "new
society" and its transition from war communism to the New Economic
Policy, one would expect a Russian scientific institution to be a rather
complex social system. It is not surprising that under the conditions of the
revolutionary glasnost of the 1920s the Institute was fraught with inter-
personal frictions. In the discussions of the Presidium of RANION ( VseRos-
siiskaia Assotsiasia Nauchno-Issledovatel'skikh Institutov Obsbchestven-
nykb Nauk — The All-Russian Association of the Research Institutes of
Social Sciences) it was noted that the Psychological Institute (which
belonged to RANION) included a number of "in-fighting groupings" of
researchers from 1926 onwards (Petrovsky, 1967, p. 68). It is therefore
probably correct that (as Luria remembered) disagreements within the
Institute began almost immediately after its reorganization. Which factions
were fighting which remains largely embedded in the folklore of Soviet
psychologists, but it is not clear on the basis of the historical published
materials that there was any major public break between Kornilov and
Luria's (or Vygotsky's) lines of work. Both Luria and Vygotsky were
newcomers to psychology whose indebtedness to Kornilov extended beyond
mere gratitude (for transferring them to Moscow), to an acknowledgement
of his influences on the substantive side of their work; it was therefore
hardly in their interests to initiate any schism.
Convergence of Developmental Lines: Vygotsky in Kornilov's
Institute
Kornilov's conception of "reaction" retained the qualitative specificity of
mtra-psychological phenomena, while claiming that their study should take
place by way of their external indications (reactions). Vygotsky's thinking in
1924-6 was clearly interdependent with Kornilov's reactology, as we
attempt to demonstrate below.
Let us first analyze the project that led to Vygotsky's being invited to
work at the Institute, that is, the presentation at the Second Psychoneurolo-
gical Congress in Leningrad. Vygotsky's presentation - on the topic of
reflexological investigation — took place on January 6, 1924, and received a
moderately enthusiastic reaction by Dajan (1924) who singled it out as a
noteworthy example of psychologists of the "intermediate standpoint" who
already "started on the road of scientific objectivism, but did not yet make
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the decisive step to dialectical materialism" (Dajan, 1924, p. 164). Dajan's
account leads us to believe that the invitation to Vygotsky to go to Moscow
was motivated purely by ideological personnel needs of Kornilov rather
than by any "objective recognition" of Vygotsky as a "living genius" (see
the introduction to part II).
After moving to Moscow, Vygotsky published an article that was based
on the oral presentation in Leningrad (Vygotsky, 1926b). In the published
version, it is argued that the reflexological reductionism of Protopopov,
Pavlov, and Bekhterev overlooks the basic issue of psychology — that is, the
organization of the system of reflexes where some of those obtain greater
importance than others as they become their regulators:
Reflexes do not exist separately, do not act haphazardly, but unite into
complexes, systems, complex groups and formations that determine human
behavior. The laws of integration of reflexes into complexes, the types of such
formations, kinds and forms of interaction within these systems and between
whole systems, all these questions have first-rank relevance for the problems
of scientific psychology of behavior. The study of reflexes is only beginning,
and all these areas remain yet unexplored. However, already now it is possible
to speak, as a fact, about the undoubted interaction of different systems of
reflexes, about reflection of some systems on others, and even to describe
approximately the principle of that reflection ... Some reflex, in its response
part (movement, secretion) itself becomes a stimulus for a new reflex of the
same or other system. (Vygotsky, 1926b, p. 32)
Thus, the idea of psychological regulation of behavior and cognition was
expressed by Vygotsky at the time of his first endeavors at the Institute. The
instrumental side of the regulation - the construction of means of regulation
- was not yet evident in this writing, but the idea of a hierarchical
organization of systems of reflexes and the presence of different qualitative
features at different levels of the hierarchy were there in the written version
of his presentation at the Congress. Vygotsky went on to defend the use of
selected versions of introspection against attacks of objectivity-demanding
reflexologists, who at the time were propagating human experiments with-
out giving subjects any instructions, and who dismissed all subjective
experiences as not being viable research materials. While rejecting the
acceptance of subjects' self-description as an objective database (the practice
from the Würzburg School), Vygotsky insisted upon acceptance of self-
report data for the purpose of the study of hidden reactions (1926b, p. 45).
Here, Vygotsky's and Kornilov's ideas coincide: the psychological investiga-
tion preserves its qualitative specificity in the domain of the research of
complex, delayed reactions, that in principle cannot be studied by immedi-
ate, behavioral responses.
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In their converging efforts to overcome the reductionism of behavioristic
tendencies in Russian and international psychologies, Kornilov and
Vygotsky proceeded to enlist the work of Gestalt psychologists to their side
Vygotsky's short introductory preface to the Russian publication of Kurt
Koffka's article on introspection (Koffka, 1924) in the volume of publica-
tions of the Institute (Vygotsky, 1926f) is stylistically interesting. Here, in
marked contrast to the other papers by Vygotsky in the same volume
(Vygotsky, 1926b, 1926d, 1926e), Vygotsky used quasi-military terminol-
ogy to describe the historical course of the development of Marxist psychol-
ogy. For instance, he emphasized the tactical need to "separate oneself from
fellow travellers" at a particular time in history, in the "general war against
subjectivism and empiricism" (of Chelpanov), and for "the freeing of
human psychology from the biological imprisonment" (Vygotsky, 1926f, p.
176). Furthermore, Vygotsky declared that "the fight becomes deeper and
enters a new phase" (p. 177). Such military-like terms, phrased in the
terminology of Marxist rights in and around the Institute, are very unchar-
acteristic of the rest of Vygotsky's writings (which, however, are often
bitingly polemical but do not use ideological terminology). These features
are closer to Kornilov's style of argument in the 1920s, and may indicate
Vygotsky's relatively easy (but passing) flirtation with Kornilov's discourse
in the beginning of his work at the Institute.
Of course, Vygotsky's early work at the Institute showed greater interde-
pendence with reactology than either stylistic excesses in the presentation of
translations, or the use of the term "reaction" in opposition to the reduc-
tionism of reflexology demonstrate. Vygotsky became involved in empirical
research on the interdependence of reactions with a group of colleagues
(Gagaeva, Zankov, Sakharov, and Soloviev) and under Kornilov's acknow-
ledged supervision. The results of this joint project, presented by Vygotsky
(1926d), reveal the ways in which he practically integrated the notion of
reactions into his reasoning. The experiments were devoted to the analysis
of the "principle of the dominant" in subjects' reaction systems. Under
specifiable conditions, a given reaction can begin to play an mtegrative role
in respect to other reactions in the given system (hence it becomes domi-
nant), under other conditions another reaction may overwhelm the given
system. Arguing against Pavlov's mechanistic atomism in reasoning about
the summadon of reflexes, Vygotsky relied on the philosophy of Gestalt
psychology in describing that summation: "Reflex plus reflex turns out to be
not two reflexes, but some new form of behavior" (1926d, p. 102).
In their experimental efforts to study the principle of the dominant in the
sphere of reactions, Vygotsky and his colleagues put into practice the first
version of the idea that in a complex system of reactions (which includes an
internal part, hidden from outside observation), some reactions emerge as
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regulators of others in the framework of the whole system. The empirical
work on the dominant principle supported Vygotsky's argument for an
analysis of consciousness.
One of the very first theoretical (polemical) projects of his own that
Vygotsky undertook after arriving in Moscow and starting to work at the
Institute was the preparation and writing of the article on consciousness
(Vygotsky, 1925g). Work on this article must have kept him busy: on that
topic he gave a short internal colloquium to the Institute on March 24,
1924, which was followed by the Institute's much larger open colloquium
towards the end ofthat year (October 19, 1924; Luria, 1926g, p. 248). The
publications arising from these colloquia show clear signs of a close
intellectual interdependence with the social environment of the Institute
over 1924. First, the selection of the epigraph from Karl Marx — the
reference to the difference between architectural activities of spiders and
bees on the one hand, and human beings on the other — seems to follow
from the use of that quotation in the everyday professional interaction
between the young Marxist psychologists at the Institute. As a result, the
very same quotation appears at the conclusion of the article by the Ukranian
psychophysiologist Z. Chuchmarev, published in the same volume as was
Vygotsky's paper on consciousness (see Chuchmarev, 1925, p. 220).
Secondly, the polemical character of Vygotsky's article fits in very well with
Kornilov's goals of the time. Vygotsky started from a substantive criticism
of the ideas of Bekhterev and Pavlov, for their extension of reflex-based
explanations to all psychological phenomena, either in the form of "energe-
tic principles" (Bekhterev) or labelling of complex phenomena as "reflexes"
(Pavlov; see Vygotsky, 1925g, pp. 176, 179 as well as p. 183). Invoking the
criticism by Vagner of the overextension of the reflex principle, Vygotsky
warned against carrying over explanatory concepts from simple to more
complex psychological phenomena. Reflexes are the foundation, but from
the foundation one cannot say anything specific about the building that is to
be erected on it (Vygotsky, 1925g, p. 181; the same idea was also apparent
in Pedagogical Psychology outlined in chapter 3). It is in this respect that
Kornilov's emphasis on the qualitatively different organizational forms of
reactions was well aligned with Vygotsky's position. Furthermore, from
that alignment it follows quite predictably that Vygotsky would be drawn to
structuralistic approaches to psychological phenomena:
consciousness is not to be viewed biologically, physiologically and psychologi-
cally, as a second line of phenomena. A place and an interpretation must be
found for it in the one line of phenomena [together] with all reactions of the
organism. This is the first requirement for our working hypothesis. Conscious-
ness is the problem of the structure of behavior. (1925g, p. 181)
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Vygotsky's argument fitted well with Kornilov's intention of establishing
a dialectical psychology in terms of qualitative transformation and "centra-
lization" as well as delaying of reactions, once those become more complex.
In a way, Vygotsky's acceptance of Kornilov's reactology can be seen as a
stepping-stone for his later studies of internalization of experiences that take
place in the inter-personal sphere. In the 1925 paper, the link between inter-
individual and ultra-individual psychological phenomena is forged with the
help of a quotation from Paul Natorp's Social Pedagogics stating that there
is no self-understanding possible without its basis - that is, the understand-
ing of others (Vygotsky, 1925g, p. 196). Interestingly, the reference to
Natorp - an idealist philosopher (as well as another reference to Theodor
Lipps; 1925g, p. 195} - does not appear in the recent Russian re-publication
of the article in the collected works (see Vygotsky, 1925h/1982). Conscious-
ness can be viewed as the "fiction of interaction" (see also Van der Veer and
Valsiner, 1988, and Valsiner and Van der Veer, 1988, about similar ideas in
the work of Baldwin and Janet and their influence on Vygotsky), that is, a
transformation of interactive experience into the realm of the delayed
internal reaction structure.
Vygotsky proceeded to link the reactological emphasis with the evolu-
tionary view on animal behavior, stating the necessity to understand the
uniqueness of the human relations with the world via labor. Furthermore,
Vygotsky evoked the idea of circular reaction (emanating from the work of
James M. Baldwin in the 1890s) in the study of consciousness (Vygotsky,
1925g, pp. 187-8). The idea of circular reactions provided some dynamic
order for the conceptualization of consciousness as a process. A similar
focus is apparent in the preface to the revised edition of A. Lazursky's
General and Experimental Psychology (Vygotsky, 1924b). The concept of
combining reflexes into holistic units (complex reactions) with new
qualitative features was presented by Vygotsky as the object of investigation
of psychology that the reflexology of Bekhterev and Pavlov overlooked.
In the Psychology of Art - finished while working at the Institute -
Vygotsky publicly adopted the same position as Kornilov and dismissed
Chelpanov's claim that experimental psychology cannot be built around
Marxist ideas as the latter are fitting only for social psychology (Vygotsky,
19251/1986, p. 26). The intellectual debt to Kornilov is seen in the terminol-
ogy; for instance, the insistence upon the term "aesthetic reactions" (p. Ill
and others). He applied Kornilov's "law of monophasic energy expendi-
ture" to the dynamics of "aesthetic reactions" (p. 263), emphasizing the
delayed and modified (transformed) nature of emotional reactions:
A very vivid imagination increases our amorous excitation, but in this case the
fantasy is not the expression of the emotion it enhances but rather the
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discharge of the preceding emotion. Whenever an emotion finds its solution in
images of fantasy, this "dreaming" weakness the true manifestation of the
emotion; if we expressed our doubts in our fantasy, its external manifestation
will be quite weak. We feel that, with reference to emotional responses, all
those general psychological laws established with respect to any simple
sensory-motor response remains valid. It is an irrefutable fact that our
reactions slow down and lose intensity as soon as the central element of the
emotion becomes more complicated. We discover that, as the imagination (the
central element of the emotional reaction) increases, its peripheral component
loses intensity. (Vygotsky, 1971, p. 210; in Russian: Vygotsky, 19251/1986,
pp. 262-3)
The connection between this thought and Kornilov's emphasis on the
dialectical transformation of emotions (see above) under the conditions of
monophasic energy expenditure, as well as to the ethos of psychodynamic
thought, is evident. Furthermore, Vygotsky linked Kornilov's reactological
idea with Karl Groos's view on play, as in play, and likewise in aesthetic
activity, we deal with the delay but not suppression of the reaction. The
delayed emotional reaction develops dialectically — the emotion develops in
two contradictory directions which become negated (overcome) at the end,
giving rise to a new emotion - the catharsis effect (Vygotsky, 19251/1986, p.
269; see also chapter 2).
Vygotsky arrived at the point of questioning Kornilov's reactological
ideas by 1926. This is quite interestingly reflected in his manuscript on the
crisis in psychology (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982; see also chapter 7). After a
positive reference to Kornilov's reactology book (p. 346) and the outlining
of his emotional reactions classification alongside those of Bekhterev's and
Pavlov's reflex types (p. 350), Vygotsky begins to criticize Chelpanov (p.
358) and to align himself with Kornilov on terminological issues (pp. 360-
1). The first signs of the cracks in this alignment surface when he starts to
doubt the adequacy of Kornilov's claim of considering psyche the function
of the brain (p. 368). Vygotsky is on the verge of accepting Chelpanov's
criticism of Kornilov's "somewhat mechanistic" way of conceptualizing the
mind-body problem, tracing in it the preservation of a dualistic perspective.
Furthermore, he moves to a devastating philosophical criticism of Korni-
lov's solution:
The new theory accepts, after Plekhanov, the doctrine of psychophysical
parallelism and full non-reducrionism of the psychological to the physical,
viewing the latter as a crude, vulgar materialism... Kornilov sees a functional
relationship between them [mind and body], but with that any wholeness is
immediately eliminated: two different variables can be in a functional rela-
tionship. It is not possible to study psychology in terms of reactions, since
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within the reactions two functional elements, not reducible to unity, are
embedded. The psychophysical problem is not solved this way, but transposed
to the interior of each element... (Vygotsky, 1925m/1982, pp. 398-9)
Vygotsky declared that the problem of mind-body dualism remained
unsolved in Kornilov's hands, but did not dwell upon a criticism of him.
Instead, Vygotsky proceeded to elaborate a criticism of Frankfurt's analysis
of Plekhanov's treatment of the mind-body problem (Frankfurt, 1926). He
becomes agitated with Frankfurt's "mixing-up" of controversies on the
issue of whether psyche is material or immaterial, and finds that the latter
arrives at "horrifying" conclusions for the science of psychology. The issue
of relationships of inductive and deductive reasoning in science is outlined
in Vygotsky's counter-argument (1926m/1982, pp. 399-407). He empha-
sizes the need to study processes in their generic essence, using the individual
case study as the empirical (inductive) component of an otherwise theoretic-
al endeavor. In contrast to Frankfurt's philosophical rhetoric, Vygotsky
cites Pavlov's strict investigation of the reflexes in dogs as an example of the
unity of inductive and deductive sides of the scientific process (p. 407).
Perhaps this indicates Vygotsky's increasing dissatisfaction with the ideolo-
gical - philosophical rhetoric in which the Kornilov school of thought and
other Marxist psychologists were increasingly involved. Evidence for this
emerges a couple of pages later:
many "Marxists" cannot show a difference between theirs and idealist theory
of psychological knowing, since it does not exist. After Spinoza we took over
our science in a mortally sick state, in search of hopeless medicine; now we see
that only the knife of the surgeon can save the day. A bloody surgery is to take
place; many textbooks have to be broken into two ... many phrases will lose
head or feet, other theories will be cut open exactly in their stomach. We are
only engaged by the cut, the line of the break, the line drawn by the future
knife. (1926m/1982, p. 411)
This near surrealistic call for future progress in Marxist psychology does
not seem to be in agreement with the social discourse of the time at which it
was given. In a curious way, this pogrom-metaphor predicted the events of
the early 1930s, albeit not as part of progress in psychology. Vygotsky,
freeing himself from the burden of all Marxist rhetoric of the time,
(re)claimed the way out of the crisis - the dialectical synthesis of the
mind-body problem (p. 416) - but without the immediate application of
dialectical materialism to the problems of natural sciences and psychology
(p. 419). This latter point contradicted Kornüov's argument for the applica-
bility of dialectics as a method in psychology (Vygotsky expressed this very
directly in his criticism of Kornilov's textbook; Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p.
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421), and resembled Chelpanov's argument at least in its external form.
Furthermore, Vygotsky refused to apply the existing Marxist sociological
theory (historical materialism) to history or sociology, calling rather for the
development of a special theory of historical materialism that would link
abstract laws of dialectics with concrete issues of the day (as opposed to a
rhetorical mix of Marxist concepts with social-political issues of the day).
At the same time, Vygotsky did not forget the historical indebtedness to
Kornilov (p. 423), while actively calling against the use of the label
"Marxist" as attached to any particular viewpoint in psychology:
the specific difficulty of the application of Marxism to new areas: the present
particular state of that theory; immense responsibility in the use of that term;
political and ideological speculation on its basis; all that does not allow a
[person with] good taste to say "Marxist psychology" nowadays. Better let
others say about our psychology that it is Marxist, than label it as such
ourselves; let's use it [Marxism] in reality and wait with words. After all,
Marxist pyschology does not exist yet, it has to be understood as a historical
task, not as a given. At the present situation it is difficult to do away with the
impression of scientific unseriousness and irresponsibility of [the use of] that
label. (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 433)
There was, then, a dramatic change in Vygotsky's attitude: from his
enthusiastic agreement with the voices calling for a Marxist psychology in
1924, to the denunciation of the (ever-increasing) cacophony of such a
chorus by 1926. The crisis he saw psychology to be in was more than the
crisis of "old psychology" or reflexology in the study of higher psychologi-
cal processes. It was a crisis of the new psychology that was drifting
increasingly into the obscurity of scholastic play with terminology borro-
wed from the classics and in-fighting within the social institutions. In that
regard, Kornilov's reactology played a definite, although contradictory,
role.
Conclusions: Vygotsky and Reactology 1924-1926
We have tried to demonstrate in this chapter how Kornilov's reactological
views served to expedite Vygotsky's entrance into psychology at a time of
increasing and often abrasive social discourse about the building of a
Marxist psychology. Apart from the advantage of being brought into the
emergent new psychology establishment, Vygotsky's thinking in those years
developed on the basis of his collaboration with Kornilov's opposition to
Bekhterev's and Pavlov's reflexologies and Chelpanov's experimental
psychology. In his usual style, Vygotsky'never claimed enthusiastic allegiance
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to Kornilov's camp- in contrast to many other co- woikers at the Institute (e.g.
Borovsky and Frankfurt). In his analysis and synthesis of ideas, however,
Vygotsky began from a foundation that was similar to Kornilov's
(with the exception of the latter's ideological rhetorics). His ideas
over the years developed in a dialogue with other scholars of the time, in
ways that indicate the de facto alignment of Vygotsky's ideas with Korni-
lov's, and the impact those had upon a synthesis of his own. Finally,
Vygotsky saw beyond the limitations of the reactological world-view, and
moved on to construct the cultural-historical theoretical system (see chapter
9). It is entirely possible that in everyday work Vygotsky's contacts with
Kornilov were not very extensive; after all, Kornilov was involved in the
administration of the Institute and the supervision of his followers in purely
reactological research projects. Still, Kornilov's active support of Vygotsky's
work seems to have continued. For example, Vygotsky is one of the most
frequently recommended authors in Kornilov's textbook on psychology
(Kornilov, 1928B) for further reading. In his 1927 overview of psychology
in the USSR, Kornilov wrote of Vygotsky's work in conjunction with his
own (Kornilov, 1927, p. 211). It may well be that Vygotsky's health on the
one hand, and his extension of research activities from the Institute to other
institutional bases on the other hand (especially the Psychological Labora-
tory of the Academy of Communist Education) diminished the contact
between Vygotsky and Kornilov. Nevertheless, Kornilov's ideas served as
important catalysts for the development of Vygotsky's thinking over these
years.
Crisis in Psychology
For me the primary question is the question of method, that is
for me the question of truth ... (Vygotsky in a letter to Luria,
dated March 5, 1926)
Dissatisfaction with the results of psychological research has taken different
forms in different periods, but psychologists have often voiced the opinion
that psychology is in a state of crisis. The result of a comparison with the
natural sciences may contribute to this feeling, where the sciences were
falsely pictured as a monolithic whole without any competing schools and
currents of thought. The many different approaches in psychological science
would then be seen as a sure sign of its poor status compared to the natural
sciences. The quality of the research findings that hardly ever enabled the
researcher to formulate general laws of the mind or its development would
also play a part, which again was seen as an indication that psychology fell
short of being a real science.
Of course, there have been very real causes for the problems that
psychology experienced, causes that were there from its inception (Kendler,
1981). One of these is the problem of mind-body dualism, a problem with
which Vygotsky was grappling for years (see chapter 14). It was Spranger
(1923) who first clearly sketched how this mind-body dualism had resulted
in a bifurcation of psychology as a science. In his opinion the unity of
psychology had been lost because one group of researchers was oriented
towards the natural sciences and their methods, while other groups resorted
to hermeneutic, interpretative methods. Although Spranger underlined the
great differences between these two approaches (see also Bühler, 1927/
1978, pp. 68-82) he did have some hopes that the strong aspects of the
natural scientific physiological psychology and the interpretative psychol-
ogy of the soul and spirit (Psychologie des Seelisch-Geistigen) could be
combined into a future "biopsychology" (see Scheerer, 1985, p. 18).
Spranger's analysis of the causes for psychology's lack of unity brought
some order in a discussion that had been going on for a long time in German
psychology and would continue until the present day. Binswanger (1922),
Driesch (1926), Jaensch (1923), Münsterberg (1922), Koffka (1924;
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1926a), were among others who had written theoretical analyses of psycho-
logy's problems. One of the most prominent psychologists to react to
Spranger's analysis was Karl Bühler, who in 1927 published his classic
analysis The Crisis in Psychology. This book - the content of which cannot
be analyzed here - was one of the most profound attempts ever undertaken
to diagnose psychology's problems. Partially agreeing with Spranger's
analysis Bühler developed his doctrine of the three aspects that any psychol-
ogy should take into account.
It is obvious from the many references in the "The Historical Significance
of the Crisis in Psychology" that Vygotsky was well acquainted with many
of these writings and that his analyses owe much to the German psychologi-
cal literature of the time.1 As always his point of view evolved by partial
agreement and disagreement with and selective use of other researchers'
theories. Bearing this in mind the reader can make his own assessment of the
merits of Vygotsky's analysis. It is likely though, that Vygotsky's was the first
coherent attempt to explain the crisis in psychology from a Marxist point of
view Qaroshevsky and Gurgenidze, 1982, p. 449).
The Crisis
Vygotsky agreed with many of his foreign and Soviet colleagues that
psychology in the 1920s was living through a period of turmoil. Already in
his Pedagogical Psychology (see chapter 3} he had mentioned psychology's
crisis but at the time he did not attempt to analyze its origin. It was one of
the recurrent attacks of tuberculosis, confining him to bed, that enabled him
to begin to analyze the reasons for the crisis (see introduction to part I). This
analysis resulted in the manuscript "The Historical Significance of the Crisis
in Psychology". It is unclear whether this study was meant for publication -
it contained rather sharp attacks against some of his colleagues at the
Institute (seejta criticism of Luria in chapter 5) but in fact it was only
published A19|i (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982). Apparently, Luria tried to get
the manuscript published in the mid-1930s, he refers to the paper as "in
print" (1935b, p. 226) - but these attempts failed and between 1934 and
1982 and during Vygotsky's lifetime the manuscript in its entirety was
known by few people.
In this paper of approximately 140 pages Vygotsky analyzed the psycho-
logical currents of his time, traced to what extent they were compatible or
'In the Soviet edition of Vygotsky's Collected Works 1927 is given as the year of completion
of the "Crisis" manuscript (Vygotsky, 1982a, p. 469). However, as was already indicated in
Vygotsky (1934a, pp. 321-3) and as became dear in the introduction to part I, the manuscript
was written and completed in the summer of 1926.
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incompatible with the goals of psychology as he saw it, and sought to find
materials for a future methodology. Reading the manuscript, the outlines of
Vygotsky's own stance with regard to philosophical and epistemological
problems become progressively clear. However, this is not the only reason
why the essay is of interest. It will become clear in later chapters that
Vygotsky's analysis of the "state of art" in psychology can be seen as the
prelude of his and Luria's later cultural-historical theory (see chapter 9).
The Argument for a General Psychology
Both Vygotsky's analyses and the conclusions he reached were rather
different from those of Bühler (1927). He began the paper by observing the
lack of unity and consistency in psychology's research findings. Researchers
from different schools had produced facts that seemed to have little in
common. It was hard to see, for instance, how to reconcile the psychoanaly-
tic image of man with Pavlov's theory of the higher nervous activity. It
seemed impossible to combine Gestalt psychology's ideas with those of
Watson's behaviorism. In short, to Vygotsky psychology seemed a hodge-
podge of unrelated or contradictory research findings without any unifying
idea whatsoever. Vygotsky deplored this state of affairs, arguing - unlike
some contemporary researchers - that psychology should be ajamfjed
science with a single set of theoretical concepts and explanatory principles.
As most empirical researchers were working within the framework of one
accepted theoretical approach, trying to work out the details of its world-
view, psychology should initiate a separate subdiscipline to study the
: problem of its theoretical unity. Vygotsky labelled this subdiscipline "general
psychology" and he devoted the greater part of his study arguing the need
for such a subdiscipline, sketching its tasks, and outlining its agenda.
In Vygotsky's view it would be the task of general psychology to evaluate
the findings unearthed in the different research domains, to consider
whether they could be reconciled, and to design a consistent theoretical
framework. Psychology does not need new fact-finding, Vygotsky argued,
but shared concepts or ways to interpret the gathered facts. To him
psychology lacked a common frame of reference, or, in other words, a set of
common concepts and explanatory principles. Vygotsky argued that
psychology was consequently in need of a "methodology," by which he
meant a general set of assumptions on what constitute acceptable research
methods and a definition of the subject of psychology. The need for general
psychology and a shared methodology could be demonstrated by studying
the history of psychology, and the study of scientific discovery and its
dissemination would be particularly instructive.
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From Scientific Discovery to World-View
That psychology is in urgent need of general theoretical concepts explaining
and unifying its structure could be seen from the fact that each and every
important scientific discovery was soon elevated to the status of such a
concept. The development of scientific discoveries into general theoretical
concepts can be schematically described, Vygotsky argued, despite the fact
that the dynamics of science are determined by a complex whole of factors
both external and internal to science as such. Vygotsky distinguished
between (1) the general social atmosphere of the epoch; (2) the general laws
of scientific knowledge; and (3) the demands of objective reality. His view of
the determinants of the dynamics of science is, therefore, a mixture of the
internalist and externalist.
How, then, do scientific discoveries grow into general theoretical con-
cepts? Vygotsky gave the following account of the vicissitudes of a scientific
discovery. Each discovery goes through five phases. In the first phase, we see
a factual discovery in a narrowly defined field of science. Pavlov, for
example, demonstrated the conditional reflex with regard to the salivary
response of dogs; the notion of Gestalt, on the other hand, arose in the
psychology of perception. In the second phase, the influence of the discovery
is extended to the adjacent research areas and the idea of the discovery is
formulated somewhat more abstractly. Pavlov's procedure, for instance, is
now considered to be relevant for other reflexes than the salivary one and
for other animals than dogs. The third phase is characterized by the
domination of a whole subdiscipline of psychology by the new discovery,
which is now already considered to be a principle or idea of more general
relevance. The influence of the new idea is felt gradually in other subdiscipli-
nes of psychology and it is formulated in a still more abstract way. At the
same time its connection with the original empirical, factual basis becomes
very loose. Pavlov's idea of conditioning left the circumscribed area of
animal psychology and developed into a more general principle applicable
to human beings and animals alike. In the fourth phase the idea has grown
into a universal principle that can be used to analyze the results of other
scientific disciplines, such as sociology and anthropology. The idea now has
become a philosophical system or Weltanschauung and it turns out that
labor, creativity, art, and class struggle can all be explained by referring to
the conditional reflex. This marks the transition to the final, fifth phase in
which the idea will burst like a soap-bubble, for as Weltanschauung it will
meet with fierce resistance: "It is only now, when the idea is completely
detached from the facts which gave birth to it, developed to its logical
boundaries, put to the ultimate consequences, as much generalized as
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possible, that the idea at last shows its rea] nature, unmasks its true face"
(Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 304).
The social, ideological aspect of the discovery has gradually become more
clear and is now at its most vulnerable to the attacks of critics. These critics
will refer the idea to its original, factual basis and moreover, they will
eventually try to interpret these very facts in the light of a new idea that in
itself will gradually grow into a new world-view and, thus, repeat the
developmental cycle. Vygotsky describes the transition point as follows:
The idea manifests its social nature much more easily as a philosophical fact
than as a scientific fact; and that is the end of its role: [the idea] is unmasked as
a foreign agent dressed up as a scientific fact, and [now] stans its life as an
element of a general and open class struggle of ideas. But exactly here, as a tiny
pan of an enormous whole, it will perish like a raindrop in the ocean, and stop
leading an independent life. (1926m/1982, p. 305)
This description of the expansion of scientific discoveries — in which some
have seen an anticipation of Thomas Kuhn's ideas — is typical of psychol-
ogy, Vygotsky claimed. It showed the extent to which the psychology of the
1920s was in need of general ideas: literally any important scientific
discovery at any point of time was regarded as the life-saving general
principle for psychology. He went on to demonstrate this claim for four
psychological approaches: Stern's personalism, Freud's psychoanalysis,
Pavlov's theory of conditioning, and Gestalt psychology. The theorizing of
each of these schools was originally full of content and meaningful with
regard to the original domain of facts. Raised to the status of a world-view,
however, "they are absolutely identical, like round and empty zeros." The
extension of the idea beyond its original domain brought with it a prop-
ortional loss of meaning, Vygotsky concluded.
Having argued the need for general concepts and clarifying principles —
and, therefore, indirectly the need for a general pschology - Vygotsky went
on to discuss the form general psychology should ideally take.
The Nature of a General Psychology
Vygotsky first discussed Binswanger's (1922) claim that general psychology
had to be a logical discipline analyzing abstract concepts, devoid of any
content. The need to formulate general psychological ideas and principles,
Binswanger had argued, would bring the general discipline into the realm of
pure logic. Vygotsky disagreed with Binswanger's contention, arguing that
this would imply a sharp break between general psychology and the
subdisciplines providing the empirical findings. For him there had to be a
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gradual transition by necessity. In Vygotsky's view each and every concept,
however abstract, ultimately referred to reality and therefore general
psychology could never be a purely logical endeavor. The idea that all
concepts — whether they are psychological, philosophical or even mathema-
tical concepts - ultimately refer to concrete, empirical reality was based on
Engels' Dialectics of Nature (1925). Vygotsky agreed with Engels that all
"free creations and imaginations of the human mind" ("freien Schöpfungen
und Imaginationen des Menschengeistes") are an utter impossibility
(Engels, 1925/1978, p. 530).
The relation between abstract concepts and theories, on the one hand,
and facts (reality), on the other, has, however, a dialectic nature. Although
even the most abstract concepts are ultimately based on (factual statements
about) objective reality, it is also true that every scientific fact already
\ implies a first abstraction. No perfectly._ahstract ideas can exist without a
j j material foundation as no perfectly concrete facts can exist without the
beginning of abstraction, Vygotsky claimed. In his opinion this state of
affairs had often been overlooked by those psychologists wishing to follow
the model of the natural sciences. These psychologists falsely assumed that
natural science proceeded by a purely objective and direct registration of
facts. In Vygotsky's opinion this was a distorted view of natural sciences'
procedures. This he attempted to demonstrate in several ways.
It should be understood, Vygotsky argued, that even seemingly purely
empirical facts imply 4bstraction,\because (1) we make a selection from the
stream of experiences and (2) scientific facts are presented in verbal or
symbolic form. With regard to the first point Vygotsky stated that human
\ perception is necessarily selective: an eye that would see everything, would,
: therefore, see nothing. The scientific equipment we use in research does not
change this situation: it, too, can only register part of reality and that in a
specific way. "That is why there is a complete analogy between the selection
of the eye and the further selection of the instrument: both the former and
the latter are selective organs" (1926m/1982, p. 348).
With regard to the second point, Vygotsky noted the following. Scientific
findings are always couched in symbolic systems or language. Using lan-
guage, however, we cannot avoid introducing abstractions and generaliza-
tions. Vygotsky claimed that all concepts go "beyond the information
given" and using them in describing empirical findings, therefore, implies
subscribing to various (proto)theories (1926m/1982, pp. 316 and 358).
Vygotsky further argued the value of theoretical thinking by discussing
the relative merits of induction and theoretical analysis. It was his convic-
tion that the "domination of induction and mathematical treatment and the
underdevelopment of analysis considerably ruined... experimental
psychology" (1926m/1982, p. 402). Again, this overemphasis on induction
and mathematical treatment - which had been observed by various critics
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(see Bühler, 1927, p. 11) -was based on an indequate understanding of the
way the natural sciences proceed. In the natural sciences and in sound
psychological research theoretical analysis plays a prominent role and
directs induction. As an example of theoretical analysis Vygotsky men-
tioned Pavlov's research on conditional reflexes. In studying a particular
dog's salivation Pavlov in fact studied the conditioning of reflexes in animals
in general. This is the general feature of analysis: in studying the representa-
tive of a class we do not study the individual as such, but the general
properties of all members of the class. From this study of one particular
individual we then generalize to all others. Afterwards, of course, we have
to find the limits of the general principle. Vygotsky claimed the same held
true for his study of the esthetic reactions (see chapter 2). Analyzing only
one fable, one short story, and one tragedy he studied the basis of all art,
that is, the nature of esthetic reactions. "I did not study the fable, the
tragedy and even less the fable in question and the tragedy in question. I
studied in them that which constitutes the foundation of all art — the nature
and mechanism of the esthetic reaction" (1926m/1982, p. 405).
What Vygotsky is claiming here is that the generic nature of the subject of
study can be inferred from the study of one particular case. Because one
abstracts from certain features of the subject under study one can advance
the claim that certain properties hold for the genera) case. Vygotsky saw an
analogy here with the case of experiments. In that case, too, an artificial
combination of conditions is created to reveal the action of some specified
law in its clearest form. Theoretical analysis, then, is performing thought
experiments, abstracting from certain features to trap one of nature's laws
in its clearest form (1926m/1982, p. 406). It is interesting to see that
Vygotsky did not share the concern of many contemporary researchers: that
the experimental approach gives a distorted picture of events as they take
place in reality:
It might seem that analysis, like the experiment, distorts reality - creates
artificial conditions for observation. Hence the demand for the closeness to life
and naturalness of the experiment. If this idea is carried further than a
technical demand - not to scare away that which we are looking for — it leads
to the absurd. The strength of analysis is in the abstraction, like the strength of
the experiment is in artificiality. (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, pp. 406-7)
In chapter 9 it will be seen that this understanding of the value of the
experimental approach formed part of Vygotsky's general methodological
approach and finally led him to elaborate the idea of formative experiments.
In this way Vygotsky criticized the then-prevalent idea that the natural
sciences (and science in general) proceeded by direct, unprejudiced, atheore-
tical registration of facts. His theoretical position was partly grounded in
148 THE FIRST YEARS IN Moscow
Marxist thought. The strength of analysis as compared to induction had
been stressed by both Marx and Engels and the idea of analyzing the esthetic
reaction in its abstract form is clearly related to Marx' idea of studying the
commodity value as the "germ cell" of capitalist society. Moreover, the idea
of the material/realistic background of any concept goes back to Engels'
claims in Dialectics of Nature (Engels, 1925/1978, see pp. 346, 475, 506).
Another aspect of Vygotsky's thinking - the idea of all concepts/words as
(proto)theories - can clearly be traced to his earlier linguistic studies,
particularly to his reading of the work of Potebnya (see chapter 1).
The implication of his reasoning was that the general psychology he was
searching for could not be completely separated from the empirical findings
unearthed in the various psychological schools. Binswanger's idea of a
content-free theoretical psychology was, therefore, ill-founded.
Against Eclecticism
The need for a principled analysis of psychology's basic concepts by a
subdiscipline of general psychology was demonstrated by Vygotsky in
various ways. The eclectic combinations of principles and ideas coming
from different schools (e.g. Freudo-Marxism) would not have been possible
had researchers realized the dialectic relation between theory and facts. It
was in the context of discussing these eclectic systems that Vygotsky voiced
his sharp criticism of Luna's brand of Freudo-Marxism (see chapter 5). In
doing so, he more fully outlined his view of the scientific process sketched
above.
What eclectic thinkers do not understand, Vygotsky argued, is that in
borrowing from other schools of thought or other sciences we also import
their underlying ideas. These thinkers conceive of science as a process óf
collecting and classifying factual givens gathered by direct experience. That
Vygotsky disliked the idea of science as the diligent registration of objective
facts is clear. He also criticized the idea that direct experience is important
in scientific research. In his view science was based on the reconstruction
and interpretation of indirectly given phenomena, and in this respect, he
saw no fundamental differences between the natural and social sciences and
the study of history. Referring to Max Planck and Engels, Vygotsky argued
that all of these sciences transcend the directly visible by making use of
instruments and making inferences about the unknown. The idea that the
direct experience of phenomena is the one and only point of departure for
science he considered to be a sensualistic prejudice. In order to know
something we do not need our sense organs, for these instruments are no
mere extensions of the senses, rather they liberate us from them. That is why
blind or deaf persons can be excellent scientists, Vygotsky claimed, a
reference to his defectological work (discussed in chapter 4). The reliance on
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direct experience was present in both subjective and objective psychological
approaches. In subjective psychology the direct experience of the subject's
conscious thinking in introspection was taken as the starting point of
theorizing. Introspectionists believed the data from introspection to be the
only or most valid ones. Behaviorists, on the other hand, restricted them-
selves to the direct registration of external, observable facts. In both cases
the researchers did not go beyond the immediately given, believing valid
conclusions should be based on direct experience. Vygotsky argued that this
belief was based on a misunderstanding; for in each and every interesting
scientific investigation we go beyond the information given - in fact, we
cannot avoid doing so. Vygotsky's concept of words as (proto)theories,
whether psychological research or the natural sciences is the subject, sup-
ports this. In none of these branches of science do researchers rely solely on
direct facts, rather they all interpret and extrapolate to past and future
(1926m/1982, p. 344).
Of course, the indirect, interpretative method - like the method of direct
experience - may distort the objective facts, but in Vygotsky's opinion
psychology had no choice but to transcend the limitations of the human
senses. With a cross-reference to Engels (1925, p. 506), Vygotsky remarked
that although we can never see the world through the ant's eyes, we can
reconstruct its view of the world. Psychology like the natural sciences has to
rely on die indirect method of interpretation. The general theme behind this
point of view is the idea that the role of the human observer in scientific
research should be minimized. The emancipation from our sense organs is
not only a prerequisite for the study of psychology, it will be psychology's
liberation and its salto vitale (1926m/1982, p. 349).
Having argued that psychologists cannot avoid making inferences about
phenomena that have not been experienced directly in their investigations
and having shown that (proto)theories are always there to guide our
thinking, Vygotsky again warned against the uncritical acceptance of ideas
taken from other subdisciplines or sciences. His evaluation of the uncritical
import of some methods into psychology - after more than half a century -
still deserves to be heard: "Such a blind transportation... of the experi-
ment, the mathematical method from the natural sciences created in
psychology the outward appearances of science, under which, in reality, was
hidden a complete powerlessness before the phenomena under study"
(1926m/1982, p. 354).
The Role of Praxis
Having discussed the dangers of eclecticism and the need for a thorough
analysis of psychology's methodological approach Vygotsky returned to his
original theme: the crisis in psychology. He had by now revealed some of its
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underlying causes. The lack of a general psychology, psychologists' lack of
methodological understanding, and the resulting eclectic attitude had con-
tributed to the haphazard collection of seemingly unrelated facts that
hampered psychology's development.
But what was it that suddenly caused psychology's crisis to be more
acutely felt? The most pressing reason for psychology's crisis, Vygotsky felt,
was the rapid development of applied psychology. Applied psychology - or
practice - had been the cornerstone ignored by the builders of psychology.
This claim he tried to clarify in three ways:
(1) Practice (praxis) is the strictest test for any theory: it very often forces the
researcher to reconsider his views and that is exactly what constitutes its
value for scientific progress. In former days, Vygotsky reasoned, academic
psychology used to look with some contempt at applied psychology. The
application of knowledge in practice was seen as a post-scientific endeavour
- mat is, outside the realm of real science - that need not have immediate
repercussions for the theory as such (Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 387). In the
1920s Vygotsky saw a radical change in this situation. The growth of
branches of applied psychology, such as psychotherapy, paedology (includ-
ing intelligence testing), and educational counselling forced researchers to
be explicit in their assumptions and to re-examine their theoretical concepts.
It was against this background of rapid societal reforms and the need for
scientists to contribute to these reforms, that Vygotsky agreed with those
who considered practise to be the supreme court of science, the ultimate
judge of truth. At the same time his thinking in this respect could be
interpreted as showing some affinity with that of Lenin in his Materialism
and Empiriocriticism (1909). The problem here was - as Boeselager (1975,
p. 37) has explained - that Lenin's concept of practice and its relation to
theory can be interpreted in many ways and "through its contradictory
statements, left open and encouraged many possibilities of further develop-
ment." It is clear, however, that Vygotsky greatly valued the reforming
influence of practice:
However insignificant the practical and theoretical value of the Binet-scale or
other psychotechnical tests, however bad the test in itself may be, as an idea,
as a methodological principle, as a task, as a perspective it is very much
[valuable]. The most complex contradictions of psychology's methodology are
brought to the field of practice and can only be solved there. Here the dispute
stops being sterile, it comes to an end... That is why practice transforms the
whole of scientific methodology. (1926m/1982, p. 388)
(2) The emphasis on applied psychology did not lead Vygotsky to adopt a
non-theoretical approach. He considered it to be of the utmost importance
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to develop a methodology for applied science. Psychology, in his opinion,
was in need of a philosophy of practice guiding the applied investigations. It
was the combination of applied research and a good methodology,
Vygotsky argued, that might enable us to solve the crisis in psychology. He
took care, thus, to emphasize the role of theory in doing applied research,
being, evidently, very critical of the then widespread practicism: "despite
the fact that it has compromised itself more than once, that its practical
meaning is very close to zero, and that a theory is often ridiculous, its
methodological meaning is enormous" (1926m/1982, p. 388).
(3) It was Vygotsky's conviction that practice, being an impartial arbiter,
would not allow more than one winner in scientific debates. Moreover, he
was convinced that applied psychology would favor a certain approach in
psychology and show the uselessness of others. Applied psychology
(psychotechnics) would, therefore, eventually reform psychology. "It's no
good using Husserl's eidetic psychology for the selection of tram-drivers,"
Vygotsky argued (1926m/1982, p. 389). Ultimately, therefore, the develop-
ment of applied psychology would lead to the triumph of causal, objective
psychology: "Psychotechnics is focused on actions, on practice ... it has to
do solely with causal, with objective psychology; non-causal psychology
does not play a role whatsoever for psychotechnics" (1926m/1982, p. 390).
This statement referred to one of the other main themes of Vygotsky's
study: the bifurcation'of psychology into objective, causal psychology, on
the one hand, and subjective, hermeneutic psychology, on the other hand.
The Bifurcation of Psychology
Earlier we referred to the many different currents and schools of thought in
psychology. In the 1920s, psychology was divided into, among other things,
reflexology, reactology, psychoanalysis, Gestalt psychology, personalism,
and behaviorism. Following other researchers (e.g. Dilthey, Wulff, Münster-
berg, Kornilov, and - above ail - Spranger) Vygotsky stated that the
enormous diversity in psychology could be reduced to a dichotomy.
Psychology could be conceived of as consisting of two basic types, each with
their own conception of what constituted science and with their own
methodological approach.
These two types of psychology were causal, explanatory psychology as
opposed to descriptive, intentional psychology. Psychologists belonging to
the first group considered psychology to be a natural science (Naturwis-
senschaft), emphasizing the experimental approach and the explanation and
prediction of human behavior. The second type of psychologists regarded
psychology as "science of the soul" (Geisteswissenschaft) and sought to
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understand or describe human psychological processes. They denied the
possibility of the natural science approach for the higher psychological
processes, arguing that these processes can only be empathically under-
stood. Some representatives of descriptive psychology, however, admitted
the possibility of a causal explanation of relatively simple, lower, psycholo-
gical processes in the style of a natural science. At the same time, many
adherents of the natural science approach were reluctant to study the higher
psychological processes. These were in their opinion difficult to investigate,
or — for some of them — even nonexistent. In this way the following situation
evolved: causal, natural science psychology studied the lower processes (e.g.
reaction time), and descriptive psychology studied the higher processes {e.g.
problem-solving). It is clear from Vygotsky's study that he was not satisfied
with such a division of labor. In his opinion objective, materialist psychol-
ogy should not abandon the higher processes to descriptive psychology.
Consequently, he opted for a psychology inspired by the natural sciences
that would also study the higher processes (1926m/1982, p. 417). Vygot-
sky's choice was made on methodological grounds: he preferred objective,
causal psychology because of its superior methods, at the same time
acknowledging descriptive psychologists' concern with the higher psycholo-
gical processes. At the same time he was linking up with Lenin's (1909)
notion of partijnost' (partisanship). One consequence of the idea of parti-
jnost' was that in philosophy of science ultimately only two positions were
possible: one eventually had the choice between being either a materialist or
an idealist (Boeselager, 1975, p. 30). All intermediated positions could be
reduced to one of these two extremes according to Lenin. At the time it was
unclear, however, what this natural scientific approach to the higher
psychological processes would imply. In fact, Vygotsky voiced some doubts
as to whether psychology might be a natural science in the strict sense of the
word:
we leave another question open too - whether psychology really is a natural
science in the strict sense... But this is still a particular and very deep problem
— to show that psychology is possible as a materialistic science, but it does not
belong to the problem of the significance of the psychological crisis as a whole.
(1926m/1982, p. 384)
The cultural-historical theory and the research methods it espoused were
intended to clarify this issue (see chapter 9). Another issue Vygotsky left
unanswered at the time was the question of the origin of psychology's
bifurcation. In chapter 14 it will be seen that he traced this dualism to the
writings of Descartes and studied Spinoza's writings in depth to find ways to
eradicate it.
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So far, in discussing "The historical significance of the crisis in psychol-
ogy" we have concentrated on its theoretical implications. It should not be
forgotten, however that it was also partly a discussion of the psychological
theories of the time and, as such, reflected Vygotsky's changing ideas in this
respect. Many psychologists were the target of Vygotsky's sometimes vit-
riolic pen. Twice in "The historical significance of the crisis in psychology"
he dealt with attempts by contemporaries to construct a Marxist psychology
by finding the right quotations in the work of the Marxist classics.2 In his
opinion these writings were mostly of very questionable value: they mostly
served a polemic goal and started from wrong premises. These researchers,
Vygotsky suggested, were looking (1) in the wrong place; (2) for the wrong
thing; and (3) in the wrong way (1926m/1982, p. 397). They were looking
in the wrong place, because Marxist thinkers simply had not dealt with
psychological issues and — even if they had — could not possibly have solved
them readily. Neither Marx, Engels, nor Plekhanov solved the problem of
the nature of the human mind, Vygotsky wrote (1926m/1982, p. 421). They
were looking for the wrong thing, because they were looking for clear-cut
answers to psychological or philosophical questions and not for a methodo-
logical approach. It would be a miracle, Vygotsky argued, to find a finished
system of psychological thought in Marxist thinking. In fact, it would be
like finding a science before starting it oneself. Finally, the so-called Marxist
psychologists were looking in the wrong way, because they were hampered
by their fear of Marxist authorities. In their search for dogmas they did not
critically evaluate the scanty remarks made by Marxist thinkers about
psychological problems. Vygotsky did not believe one should look for
answers in the writings of Marxist thinkers, nor for clear-cut hypotheses: "I
do not want to find out [about the nature of] the psyche for free - by
clipping a few quotes - I want to learn from the whole of Marx's method
how to build a science, how to approach the investigation of the psyche"
{Vygotsky, 1926m/1982, p. 421).
Instead Vygotsky pleaded for the creation of a new methodology - or
general psychology - sufficiently developed to deal with the phenomena
studied. For the creation of such an approach it was "necessary to disclose
the essence of the given domain of phenomena, the laws of their change, the
qualitative and quantitative characteristics, their causality, to create the
categories and concepts adequate to them, in one word, to create one's own
Cap/tor (1926m/1982, p. 420).
2Vygotsky felt that Soviet psychology was "deeply provincial . . . Who reads us here?
Chelpanov in order to count the errors and then to laugh loudly out of delight; Frankfurt to
check its loyalty ... 1 soil have the hope that I can force my daughter (from five years on!} to
read my articles, but you are childless!" (From a letter to Luna, dated March 5, 1926.)
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Conclusions
Both Vygotsky's sketch of psychology's crisis and his analysis of its causes
make a surprisingly modern impression. His arguments against an empiri-
cist approach in psychology and his plea for a unified psychological science
is echoed even now (Staats, 1983). His description of the dynamics of
science and the emphasis on theory fits well into the image of science
sketched by post-positivistic philosophers of science. Many of the argu-
ments advanced by Vygotsky have even found their way into introductory
textbooks on the philosophy of science (e.g. Chalmers, 1982). It is now
considered common knowledge in Western science that positivism - empir-
icism — was wrong and that "observation statements must be made in the
language of some theory" (Chalmers, 1982, p. 28). The charge that resear-
chers select from the multitude of phenomena before conducting their
experiments is still heard. Many philosophers of science would agree with
the statement that "observations and experiments are carried out in order to
test or shed light on some theory, and only those observations considered
relevant to that task should be recorded" (ibid., p. 33). In general, it can be
said that philosophers of science like Popper, Kühn, Lakatos, Hanson, and
Feyerabend struck at the roots of the positivistic registration-induction
model. What is remarkable is that Vygotsky's argument was very similar to
and anticipated the ideas of these post-positivistic philosophers of scftnce in
several ways. At the same time that Carnap was developing the tenets of
logical positivism, Soviet theorists began to develop a fundamentally diffe-
rent view of the dynamics of the scientific enterprise. The historical back-
grounds of these divergent developments in the philosophy of science have
been analyzed by Boeselager (1975).
We may conclude, then, that in "The historical significance of the crisis in
psychology" Vygotsky was trying to integrate the ideas of Marx, Engels,
and Lenin into his thinking and at the same time drawing heavily on the
writings of prominent Western - mostly German - and Soviet psychologists.
The topicality of his ideas of the philosophy of science (e.g. the emphasis on
theory) has its background in the curious history of philosophical thought.
8
Vygotsky and Gestalt
Psychology
When Vygotsky was appointed to the Moscow Institute in 1924, he began
his studies from a clear axiomatic basis which encouraged him to take an
interest in the developments in Gestalt psychology. As we saw before (see
chapters 1 and 2), Vygotsky's credo in intellectual life - the understanding
of synthesis emerging from dialectical oppositions - was well developed
before this move. Whilst working at the Institute he emphasized the
importance of the study of consciousness, defining it as "the problem of the
structure of behavior" (Vygotsky, 1925g, p. 181). Hence, the emphasis on
structure was the essential first meeting point between Vygotsky and the
ideas of Gestalt psychology.
If Vygotsky's interest in Gestalt psychology was a result of gradual
evolution of his ideas, then the growing interest in Gestalt psychology in the
Institute was a coincidence of the kind in which social history is rich. The
Marxist psychology that Kornilov was promoting at the time was actively
engaged in the search for alternatives to traditional psychology, a tradition
exemplified in the young Marxists' minds by Chelpanov's professional
image (see chapter 6). Gestalt psychology's opposition to the old German
associationistic psychology made thus a rather fitting bedfellow for the
rumbling and verbose Marxist psychology in the Soviet Union.
Neverthless, although the environment in which Vygotsky developed his
interest in Gestalt psychology was heatedly ideological, he managed to
synthesize a thorough and relatively unideological analysis of the "new
German psychology," and used it to arrive at a synthesis of fundamental
importance for psychological methodology: the method of double stimula-
tion. This analysis and synthesis took place within an easily defined period
starting in 1924 and ending in the middle of the advent of the fight against
menshevizing idealism around 1931. Although Vygotsky kept speaking
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(and writing) about Gestalt psychology until his death, its importance as a
tool for synthesis diminished.
Vygotsky's acquaintance with Gestalt psychology began when he was
editing Russian translations of German works, reiterating the basic messa-
ges of the new psychology, and meeting some of the Gestalt psychologists
during their visits to the Soviet Union (e.g. Gottschaldt, Koffka , Lewin).
These personal contacts, however, were not influential in the birth of his
interest. He first met Lewin and Koffka, for example, in November 1931
and May 1932 respectively. Rather, it was the new German publications
(see Scheerer, 1980) that provided speculative material for Vygotsky and his
colleagues.
The Development of Gestalt Psychology and its Presence in
Russia
The emergence of Gestalt psychology as one of the schools of thought in
German science in the second decade of this century, and its institutional
establishment in the early 1920s (by way of establishing the journal Psycho-
logische Forschung in 1922) was a natural source of stimulation for
psychologists in the Soviet Union. Historically, Russian intellectual life has
been most closely connected with that of Germany (see Joravsky, 1989;
Valsiner, 1988). In the pre-1917 period, many Russian scientists received
their education in Germany, and published in German-language journals.
This tendency continued in the 1920s but was ended in the early 1930s by
the advent to power of radical tendencies in both the Soviet Union and
Germany. Most of the psychologists in the 1920s were fluent in German,
able to both read and write in the language.
Vygotsky was at the forefront of the task of editing and translating new
German psychology texts into Russian. He wrote the foreward (Vygotsky,
1926f) to the very first Russian translation of a work of Gestalt psychology
- that of Koffka (1924, 1926b). In 1930, he edited the translation of Karl
Bühler's Abriss der geistigen Entwicklung des Kindes and wrote a foreward
to that (Vygotsky, 1930ac), as well as to the translation of Wolfgang
Köhler's Intelligenzprüfungen an Menschenaffen (Vygotsky, 1930s). In
1934, he published his foreword to the Russian edition of Kurt Koffka's
Grundlagen der psychischen Entwicklung (Vygotsky, 1934k). Practically all
the translations of the major works of German Gestalt psychologists of the
time in Russian were somehow connected with Vygotsky's organizational
and explanatory efforts (also: Vygotsky, 1930d; Vygotsky and Luna,
1930a). Together with Vygotsky, Alexander Luria (Luria, 1926f) and V.
Artemov (1928) from the Kornilov Institute were active in explaining and
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applying Gestalt psychology. Beyond the Kornilov Institute, interest was
shown in Gestalt psychology by other institutional circles, notably reflex-
ology (Mjasishchev, 1930) and paedology (Abel'skaja and Neopikhanova,
1929, 1932).
Apart from editing translations and writing forewords, Vygotsky kept
alive his interest in the contemporary developments in Gestalt psychology
by commenting upon current debates in his publications (e.g. the Rignano-
Köhler debate (see Köhler, 1928 and Rignano, 1928) was discussed in
Vygotsky, 1930d, p. 123; the Köhler-Bühler disagreements were used
productively by Vygotsky as well). Last (but not least), Vygotsky wrote a
number of descriptive overviews of major Gestalt psychology experiments
(Vygotsky, 1930d; Vygotsky and I.uria, 1930a). In contrast to the usual
style of Vygotsky, who largely evaded experimental and empirical details in
most of his other writings, his descriptions of Gestalt psychology experi-
ments are rich in details.
What, then, was the basis for Vygotsky's thorough interest and fascina-
tion with Gestalt psychology (as well as the reasons for its criticism)?
Vygotsky's general attitude towards Gestalt psychology as a school of
thought changed between 1924 and 1934, in ways that are consistent with
the development of his own ideas.
Vygotsky's Critical Analyses of Gestalt Psychology
Vygotsky applied to the analysis of Gestalt psychology his characteristic
thesis-antithesis-synthesis compositional scheme. In different places - in
written or oral form — and dependent upon the function of the message
(informative, polemic, or a position statement) the relative importance of
each of these compositional components varied. Thus, in texts meant for a
general audience and/or students (e.g. Vygotsky, 1930d; Vygotsky and
Luna, 1930a) the description of the ideas and experiments of Gestalt
psychologists is relatively long and detailed, whereas the element of critic-
ism (antithesis) is rather limited, with some explanation of synthesis. In
texts that could be classified as position statements (e.g. Vygotsky, 1926f),
the elements of criticism and synthesis dominate, and the descriptive side is
minimal. And, of course, in polemic texts, the antithesis and synthesis
elements are extensive, while the description of the ideas of Gestalt psychol-
ogy remain fragmentary. Such a differentiation between texts written for
different purposes is hardly surprising, and can be seen as a general
functional organization of communicative messages. This distinction in
Vygotsky's case should be kept in mind, since in our contemporary retro-
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spective efforts to understand his reasoning, the particular functions of texts
are not clearly discernible (e.g. as in the published six-volume series).
That Vygotsky's first connection with Gestalt psychology was deeply
embedded in the ideological discourse being conducted in Kornilov's Insti-
tute can be deduced from the style of his first discussions of the issues. In his
introduction to the Russian translation (Koffka, 1926b) of Koffka's classic
paper on the role of introspection in psychology (Koffka, 1924), Vygotsky
charted out a programmatic perspective that the nascent Marxist psychol-
ogy could have on the somewhat older Gestalt psychology (Vygotsky,
1926f). This perspective surfaced also in other texts written (and delivered)
by Vygotsky (1926b, 1926d) in his first year at the Institute (1924-5).
The first mention of the relevance of Gestalt psychology in Vygotsky's
work appears to be in the published version of his oral presentation at the
All-Russian Psychoneurology Conference in Leningrad on January 6, 1924.
This text appears to be re-worked for publication, particularly with respect
to the separate (end) part which deals directly with the relevance of Gestalt
psychology (Vygotsky, 1926b, pp. 43-6). Indications for this come from
different sources. First, a contemporaneous commentary of the presenta-
tions at the Leningrad Conference (Dajan, 1924) reviews the main points of
Vygotsky's presentation on reflexology, but does not mention anything
about Vygotsky's comments upon Gestalt psychology in that presentation.
Secondly, the end section (which is textually separated from the preceding
pans in the original publication) makes use of Koffka's classic article on
introspection that was originally Koffka's oral presentation on February 23,
1924 at the united meeting of British and Cambridge Psychological Associa-
tions, and which appeared in the written version only by October, 1924
(Koffka, 1924). Vygotsky's comments at the end of the published version of
his Leningrad talk are clearly an antithesis and an integrative synthesis in
discourse with Koffka (especially in his answer to the issue of how the
introspective method can be used; Vygotsky, 1926b, p. 45). Furthermore,
Vygotsky returns to the issue of Gestalt psychology in a third publication in
the same collection, that on dominant reactions (Vygotsky, 1926d, pp.
100-4), which in its main focus was devoted to the presentation of
experimental results obtained in collaborative work at the Moscow Institute
in 1924-5.
The initial interest in Gestalt psychology shown at the Institute was
clearly charted by Vygotsky (and his colleagues) in terms of an antithesis to
the different camps of psychology as those were perceived: those of empiri-
cal psychology (of the Chelpanov tradition, following the German tradi-
tions of introspectiom'st reasoning) on the one hand, and behaviorism on the
other. The fact of this contrast may explain why the short section on Gestalt
psychology was added to Vygotsky's Leningrad presentation for its publica-
tion. Let us remind ourselves that Vygotsky's criticism in 1924 was addres-
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scd to the reductionist ethos of reflexological (Pavlovian and Bekhterevian)
work, which overlooked the dialectical nature of qualitative change. At the
same time, Vygotsky reminds us that Gestalt psychology is a new (from his
perspective-revolutionary) outgrowth from the German introspectionist
psychology. In his characteristically cosmopolitan way, Vygotsky reminded
his audience:
There can be nothing more false than the wish to describe the crisis that breaks
the Russian science into two camps as a local Russian crisis. The crisis is going
on worldwide throughout psychological science. The emergence of the psycho-
logical school of Gestalt-theoiy, that grows out from empirical psychology,
gives vivid evidence about that. (1926b, p. 44)
This idea - of the wider than local (Russian) nature of the crisis in
psychology - is repeated by Vygotsky in the same volume (1926f, pp. 176,
177). It is a reference to Chelpanov's counter-argument to Kornilov's
efforts, but could be seen also as his personal dislike of the patriotic nature
of the ideological fight for Marxist psychology that was going on in the
Institute at that time (see chapter 6). The same idea was dominant in his
manuscript on the crisis in psychology, where the discomfort with "declara-
tive and fighting Marxism" was expressed more intensely (see chapter 7).
Interestingly, Vygotsky's "grand vision" for the role of Gestalt psychol-
ogy (in Vygotsky, 1926f) in the further development of psychology as a
science was phrased in uncharacteristically ideological terms. It reminds the
reader of Bolshevik/Leninist description of tactics of revolution. Thus,
Vygotsky narrates that in the beginning of "Russian" psychology's crisis the
orientation towards "American militant (vointsvuiushchii: that is, the same
term as Lenin used in 1922 on the article on militant materialism; Lenin,
1922) behaviorism" was the "correct" one, since it was important to
"conquer objective positions in psychology" (zavoevat' ob'ektiimyie pozitsii
v psikhologii) and "break out of the prison" of "spiritualistic and idealistic
subjectivism." However, it was further claimed that Marxist psychology
can proceed together with American behaviorism and Russian reflexology
"only up to a certain point," at which there will be an historical need to
separate from "fellow travelers" and set out on one's own direction
(Vygotsky, 1926f, p. 176). The future for the improvement of psychology
was described as vulnerable to being "stuck in an idealist swamp" (zaviaz-
net v idealisticheskom bolote, 1926f, p. 177). The use of militant Bolshevik
terminology was even more apparent in a general description of the situa-
tion:
Yesterday's allies in the /oint war against subjectivism and empiricism may
possibly turn out to be our enemies tomorrow in the fight for the establish-
160 THE FIRST YEARS IN Moscow
ment of principal foundations for the social psychology of the social human
being, for the freeing of psychology from biological imprisonment and its return
to the status of an independent science, rather than a branch of comparative
psychology. In other words, as we begin the process of building psychology
as a science of the behavior of the social human being, rather than that of a
higher mammal, the line of separation from yesterday's allies becomes clearly
charted out. (1926f, p. 176; emphasis added)
So, Gestalt psychology according to Vygotsky (as he saw it by 1926) was
expected to be one of these "fellow travelers" of Marxist psychology, an
approach that shared the methodology but in the end failed to compete with
the new psychology that Marxist philosophy promised to provide in the
new (Soviet) society. Retrospectively we know that promise was an Utopian
one: neither Marxist psychology nor Soviet society have provided any
qualitative breakthroughs in our understanding of human psychology or in
the ways of organizing social life. Gestalt psychology, having had some
influence on psychologies in different countries following the exodus of the
main Gestalists from Germany by the 1930s, has likewise largely been
forgotten.
Still, when seen through Vygotsky's eyes in the mid-1920s, Gestalt
psychology appeared to be in agreement with the interests of the developing
Marxist psychology in two ways. First, it was perceived to be a monistic
psychological system that tried to unite the internal and external (behavi-
oral) sides of psychological phenomena (Köhler's maxim of "what is
internal is also external"), and to be interdisciplinary in its Gestalt-
perspective, cutting across boundaries of physics, physiology, and psychol-
ogy. Gestalt psychology was seen as accepting the dialectical law of trans-
formation of quantity into quality, which thus fitted well with the corner-
stone of Marxist dialectical psychology (and Vygotsky's long-established
Hegelian world-view). Secondly, Gestalt psychology satisfied Vygotsky's
active interest in synthesis, by providing foundations for new methods of
investigation where both the external (behavioral) and internal psychologi-
cal sides were linked but not reduced to each other, a mistake both
behaviorism and empirical psychology made. Not surprisingly, the metho-
dological emphasis of Gestalt psychology was described by Vygotsky in
terms of Kornilovian reactology: "The new methodology tries to lay the
foundation for the functional, subjective-objective method, that would
include the descriptive (descriptive-introspectionist) and functional
(ob]tcti\e-reactologicat) points of view" (Vygotsky, 1926f, p. 178, emph-
asis added).
This prediction of a methodology borne out by Vygotsky and his col-
leagues, to a higher degree that others in the Moscow Institute (see chapter
.
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6). Both Vygotsky's method of double stimulation and Luria's Methode der
abbilden Motorik developed as descendants of Gestalt psychology.
Among the areas of Vygotsky's disagreement with Gestalt psychology,
were his fears that Gestalt psychology would return to vitalistic and
mechanistic explanations, the "too close similarity" of problems of its
psychology to contemporary physics, the absence of the social perspective
on psychological issues, and the "intuitive theory of the mind" (Vygotsky,
1926f, p. 178). He took the emergence and development of Gestalt psychol-
ogy as a proof of the historical correctness of the direction which Marxist
psychology was taking at the time, while reminding the readers that it is not
to be expected that a system of Marxist psychology could emerge in
"Western science." Apparently, Vygotsky had internalized the values of the
Soviet Utopian thinking that surrounded him at the time of his transition to
psychology (see also chapter 3).
Given Vygotsky's interest in Gestalt psychology, it is surprising that in his
next major theoretical text, on the crisis in psychology (Vygotsky, 1926m/
1982, see also chapter 7) he barely discussed the relevance of Gestalt
thinking. Of the 144 printed pages of that text, Vygotsky devotes only one
page to a description of the role of Gestalt psychology in the efforts to
overcome the crisis (1926m/1982, pp. 395-6). His coverage here is free of
the military terminology that could be seen in the texts published in 1926.
He merely charts out the basic principles of the Gestalt position, reiterating
the primacy and the generality of structural organization of the whole over
its parts, and proceeds to ask a short low-key question of whether that
system of thought can successfully combine materialistic psychology and
phenomenology of behavior. In a cursory remark, Vygotsky doubts that
Gestalt psychology will turn out to be a "third way" out of the crisis
(1926m/1982, p. 396), but then instead of elaborating this doubt he moves
on to discuss William Stern's personalism.
Vygotsky's analysis of Gestalt psychology served as one of the founda-
tions of the cultural-historical theory. The doubts he had begun to express
about the role of the new German psychology grew, as his own synthesis of
the structural world-view and the dynamics of dialectical study of develop-
ment proceeded. In that process, Vygotsky at times contrasted Gestalt
psychology with other trends in psychology (putting emphasis on the
"positive breakthroughs" of Gestalt psychology relative to these others),
but at other times he turned increasingly critical of Gestaltists' inability to
solve the problem of dialectical synthesis.
A good example of this two-perspective attitude is revealed in Vygotsky's
analysis of Köhler's views on the intelligence of anthropoids (Vygotsky,
1929h). The editors of Estestvoznanie i marksizm, the Marxist journal
arguing for the amalgamation of natural sciences with dialectical material-
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ism, found it necessary to provide a footnote to Vygotsky's discussion of
Köhler, explaining that only questions linked with Köhler's experiments,
and not the "Marxist analysis" of Köhler's theory, were represented in
Vygotsky's article. This seems to have been a means to appease the more
militantly Marxist readership of the journal, given Vygotsky's style of
discussion in which Marxist philosophers appeared only when they made
sense for the substantive discussion.
Vygotsky (1929h) contrasted Köhler's thinking and empirical evidence
with those of his critics (Bühler, Lindworsky), and analyzed the connection
between Köhler's ideas and those of Vagner. Again, we see Vygotsky being
critical of both extremes - the reduction of intellectual functions to a sum of
behavioral elements, and the separation of the behavior from the "realm of
ideas." He still has much hope in the methodological promises of structural
psychology:
The principle of structure fulfils a double methodological function ... and
that carries its true dialectical meaning. On the one hand, that principle imites
all levels in the development of behavior, eliminates that break that Bühler
writes about, shows the continuity in the development of the higher out of the
lower, and that the structural characteristics are present already in instincts
and habits. On the other hand, that principle also makes it possible to
establish all the deep, principal, qualitative difference between one and the
other level; the novelty that every new stage brings into the development of
behavior, that distinguishes it from the previous one. (Vygotsky, 1929h, pp.
147-8)
Thus structural psychology is seen as capturing the dialectics of develop-
ment by uniting the opposâtes ("lower" and "higher" levels) through the
emphasis on unity, and distinguishing them by the opposition of qualitative
uniqueness of the levels. This can be interpreted more as Vygotsky's
instrumental use of Gestalt psychology in his own thinking, rather than as
an objective statement about that framework. Vygotsky himself seems to
have recognized it, by agreeing with Bühler's description of structural
psychology as linked to the philosophy of Spinoza (Vygotsky, 1929h, p.
153).
Vygotsky's multi-sided view of structural psychology subsequently
became more critical of the hopes of that trend. In a chapter in a volume
overviewing contemporary directions in psychology (Vygotsky, Geller-
shtejn, Fingert, and Shirvindt, 1930), he went beyond the primary function
of explaining the Gestalt psychology movement, and declared that "structu-
ral psychology comes to the radical reorganization of all psychological
theories of learning and child development" (Vygotsky, 1930d, p. 105). At
the same time, he pointed to the dangers inherent in Gestalt thinking once
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more: the reduction of all phenomena to the notion of structure only. For
Vygotsky, "only a dialectically reconstructed notion of structure can
become the main tool for psychological investigation" (1930d, p. 119). In
that dialectical reconstruction of the notion of structure, the emphasis on
the formation of novel structural forms, and the functioning of those forms
in the further synthesis of even newer forms, becomes crucial. According to
Vygotsky (1930d, p. 124), this dialectical perspective on structural transfor-
mation has to be based on a clear understanding of the social factors that
lead to the reorganization of structures. Of course from that desired
perspective, Köhler's emphasis on the universality of Gestalts in physical
and psychological worlds could not be satisfactory to Vygotsky any more.
The interdisciplinary claims of Gestalt psychologists that were originally
rather favorably received by Vygotsky (1926d, 1926f), by now had lost
most of their original charm. By this time his hopes for a synthesis of
knowledge to occur in the communication between sciences had been
transferred to paedology (see chapter 12).
In Studies of the History of Behavior Vygotsky's criticism of the openness
to the idea of synthesis emerged most clearly {Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a).
In chapter 1, Vygotsky overviewed Köhler's animal experiments in detail. In
the whole corpus of Vygotsky's writings, an attention to the empirical
details of investigation is quite rare. Of course, Vygotsky used the details to
enable the reader to understand the basic principles of structural psychol-
ogy, so the unique nature of this text may be explained by its dialectic
functions. The ideas that were particularly emphasized in this text included
the structural organization of the field (pp. 26-7), the plasticity of means-
ends linkages in animal (and human) behavior (p. 23), and the qualitatively
novel nature of intellectual behavior (in contrast with instincts and conditio-
nal reflexes). Vygotsky led the reader, in the course of this chapter, from the
dialectical viewpoint of qualitative leaps in the process of evolution to the
emergence of new structural forms by way of dialectical reorganization.
Doing this he made use of his favorite metaphor of korotkoe zamykanie (on
pp. 34, 39, 41; see also chapter 2). He concluded by claiming that the
principal difference between the intellectual functioning of apes and those of
humans is the qualitative difference between the capability of constructing
mediating devices (in humans) in the form of signs (p. 47), and the
limitation of the chimpanzees to the level of tool use without the parallel
presence of labor (p. 50; see also chapter 9). Vygotsky demonstrated his
fully Marxist-dialectical understanding of the issues in this chapter, thus
criticizing Köhler and the rest of Gestalt psychology for not accepting the
dialectical transformation idea.
In his lectures on infancy, Vygotsky (1932o/1984, p. 312) argued that the
theory of structural psychology can capture the fundamentals from which
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development proceeds, but it cannot explain the process of development in
the future-oriented direction. The same criticism is repeated when Vygotsky
deals with the "crisis of the first year of life." The child discovers the
structure of the world that exists as it is, and is not open to further
development (Vygotsky, 1933h/1984, p. 324). A more thorough and sub-
stantive analysis of the theoretical premises of Gestalt psychology was given
in his lecture at the Academy of Communist Education on June 26, 1932,
when Vygotsky outlined the underlying structure of Gestalt psychology's
claims that it opposes the "mechanistic" and "vitalistic" perspectives in
psychology (Vygotsky, 1932e/1960). Returning to Köhler's earlier proposi-
tions as well as to more recent arguments by Wertheimer and Koffka,
Vygotsky showed that Gestalt psychology's reduction of all phenomenology
constitutes another "mechanistic" (in a wider sense) approach that over-
looks the development of new structures. He viewed Gestalt psychology's
emphasis on dynamic change as reflecting the "balance principle" (equilib-
ration), from which basis no new structural states (but rather the re-
establishment of the "good form") can follow (Vygotsky, 1932e/1960, p.
477).
Thus, by 1932—3, Vygotsky had started to consider Gestalt psychology a
"naturalistic psychology" that in its theoretical core did not differ from
reflexology since it reduced meaning to structure (Vygotsky, 1933g/1982, p.
159). The basis for this criticism was Vygotsky's own cultural-historical
theory, which had begun to emphasize the role of meanings in re-
organization of the structure of psychological phenomena. From that pers-
pective, the strict separation of homo sapiens from other primates which
Vygotsky had arrived at contradicted the emphasis Gestalt psychologists
placed on diminishing the inter-species differences and reifying the over-
whelming causal role of the Gestalten (see Vygotsky, 19341/1982). Thus, the
great hopes of 1926 of Gestalt psychology freeing psychology "from its
biological imprisonment" had failed, as Vygotsky perceived it. Neverthe-
less, he continued to make active use of specific arguments of Gestalt
psychologists on particular issues (see below), but the enthusiasm for this
school of thought as a whole was no longer the same as in earlier years. In a
way, Vygotsky (1926f) lived up to his prediction that the link with Gestalt-
ism was a temporary and episodic one. In his own development, Vygotsky's
increasing emphasis on meaning led him away from the overwhelming
emphasis on structure, although the latter remained an unquestionable
starting point for all of his psychological work (see Vygotsky, 1934o/1982;
1935m/1983).
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Vygotsky's Analysis of Specific Facets of Gestalt Psychology
Vygotsky's relationship with Gestalt psychology was of crucial importance
for the development of his own cultural-historical theory and methodology
(see chapter 9). Hence tracing which particular aspects of Gestalt psycho-
logists' work captured Vygotsky's attention, and focusing on the way he
transformed ideas from Gestalt psychology into new ideas within his own
theoretical framework, is worth studying.
The Primacy of Structural Organization: Units of Analysis
From the very beginning of his interest in Gestalt psychology, Vygotsky was
interested in the structure of psychological processes. Not surprisingly, it
was Gestalt psychologists' actively ideological anti-associationistic and anti-
elementaristic stand that Vygotsky at first used in his own disputes with his
opponents. The Gestalt emphasis on structural unity happened to coincide
with, Vygotsky's first year's work on dominant reactions (see chapter 6).
In the introduction to his first (and only) empirical paper on dominant
reactions, Vygotsky employed the Gestalt principle against Pavlov's militant
elementarism in reducing all phenomena to reflexes and their aggregates
(Vygotsky, 1926d). Ukhtomsky's idea of "the dominant" (1924; 1927) (a
minor aspect of a physiologically complex process that at a time begins to
govern the whole process) was close to Vygotsky's own (see chapter 2).
Gestalt psychology's structural holism, which refused to use any summative
aggregation idea, fitted Vygotsky's intellectual efforts very well. Thus, to
illustrate the problem of the structure of behavior, he polemicizes against
Pavlov to point to the integrative-holistic, rather than atomistic (summa-
tive), view of reflex actions:
Already in the experiments of academician Pavlov the investigators had to
encounter such forms of behavior, where one reflex comes into conflict with
another and the behavior of the animal is no longer determined by the sum of
the active stimuli and their corresponding reflexes, but by some facts that
emerge from the clash of the two reflexes. Reflex plus reflex turns out not to be
two reflexes, but a certain new form of behavior. It is true that these simplest
acts are easily interpreted as processes of simple, almost mechanical interac-
tion. "Two reflexes," says academician Pavlov, "are literally the equivalent of
the two sides of scales." But the notion of scales is already a certain complex,
dynamic whole, that stands closer to behavior than the notion of a chain, i.e.
simple mechanical connection. (Vygotsky, 1926d, p. 102)
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Here Vygotsky's interest in deciphering the "complex, dynamic whole"
which stands behind behavioral phenomena forges a direct link with the
focus of Gestalt psychology. That emphasis led him to address (episodically
and not always succinctly) the issue of "units of analysis" in psychological
research (see Valsiner, 1988, p. 173-9). This concern for units can be traced
back to Wolfgang Köhler's focus on similar issues, and is reflected in the
discourse about qualities of atoms and molecules in a chemical substance.
Briefly narrated, in a complex chemical substance (such as water, H2O) the
constituent elements (atoms) do not possess the same qualities as the holistic
structure to which they belong. Thus, using oxygen and hydrogen separately
to extinguish a fire is impossible, but their synthesis (water) is well known as
the primary aid of firefighters.
The theme of a holistic organization of natural systems was a widespread
topic of discussion in the natural sciences and philosophy in Vygotsky's
time. Russian intellectual discourse of early twentieth century gave the
world the beginnings of general systems theory, in the form of Bogdanov's
tektology (Bogdanov, 1922). Positive evaluation of Gestalt psychology's
emphasis on structural holism was echoed in different contexts (e.g. Agol,
1928, p. 214), and was explicitly linked with the traditions of A. Lazurskii's
experimental methodology (Luria, 1926f). The contrast of the quality of the
structure of chemical molecules with those of their constituents was fre-
quently referred to in these discussions.
In his writings, Vygotsky used the water molecule versus hydrogen and
oxygen atoms example repeatedly to explain his notion of the breakdown of
psychological processes to units, rather than elements (Vygotsky, 1926d, p.
104; 19341/1982, p. 288; 1934o/1982, p. 173; 1935m/1983, p. 248; 1960,
p. 129; and other sources). This analogy was widely used in Gestalt
psychologists' arguments against associationistic perspectives at that rime.
Vygotsky's reasoning about the units issue was interestingly symptomatic: it
passionately emphasized the need to study the appropriate units as minimal
Gestalts (structures of the phenomenon that preserve the essence of the
phenomenon), and refused to enter the analysis of the breakdown of the
units (see Valsiner, 1988, chapter 5 for further discussion of that topic). It
was as if Vygotsky was, for some reason, afraid of losing the phenomenon if
efforts to study its transformation were made both as it develops (from
lower states to a higher form) and as that latter structure may break down
(move from a higher to another lower form). In other terms, Vygotsky
insisted upon the principle of dialectical synthesis but not upon the study of
its process mechanisms.
Of course, Vygotsky's own development led him to view different kinds
of units in the phenomena he was interested in. If in the middle of the 1920s
the unit was to be a structure of reactions united by a dominant, then by the
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end of his life he began to view word meaning as the relevant unit of analysis
(Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 9). Perhaps the largely episodic and vague talk by
Vygotsky about the "analysis into units" that resurfaces in his writings and
speeches from time to time is better understood as a rhetorical device, that
is, as a means to the end of defending a structurally oriented dynamic
theoretical stance against the efforts to analyze it into elements. Then it
becomes more clear why Vygotsky did not proceed with the study of these
units in any productive way, but rather emphasized the need for such study.
Towards a New Method: From Köhlerian Experiments to the
Method of Double Stimulation
The role of Köhler's experiments with primates in the development of
Vygotsky's cultural-historical theory is analyzed in another chapter (see
chapter 9). Here it is of interest to chart the ways in which Vygotsky's
specific methodological innovation — called by him (somewhat awkwardly)
"the functional method of double stimulation" (Vygotsky, 1929s, p. 430) -
was based on Köhler's work. In Köhler's experiments the subject was
situated in a structured situation with different possible objects available to
be used to reach a goal, the access to which was blocked by the existing
structure of the setting. The subject could invent a way for solving the
problem, either through bypassing or overcoming the blockage of the goal
(e.g. approaching the goal via alternative routes), or by making use of the
objects available in the given situation to get to the goal (tool use). Mikhail
Basov's co-workers, S. Shapiro and E. Gerke (1930), extended Köhler's
methodological idea to the study of children's problem-solving on the basis
of social background knowledge. The child who encounters a Köhlerian-
type situation brings into it a set of "scripts" that had been established in the
course of previous social experience, and with the help of speech. Vygotsky
followed the work done in Leningrad by Basov's research-group (compare
Shapiro and Gerke, 1930, pp. 80-6 and Vygotsky, 1931h, pp. 387-92).
He, too, enriched the Köhlerian experimental setting by pointing out that
children use their qualitatively higher (in contrast with primates) "level of
behavior" in such settings, that is, the use of signs (Vygotsky, 1931o/1983,
p. 123). Metaphorically speaking, Vygotsky thus added a "fifth dimension"
to the Köhlerian "structure of the field." Beside the three dimensions of
space and the fourth of time, Vygotsky inserted into the structural-
psychological scheme the notion of meaning (see Vygotsky and Luria,
1930d/1984, p. 48). Meaning is generated by the subject by way of
constructing a sign (or using a previously constructed and internalized one),
and using signs in communication (speech). The use of that sign in the
psychological system of the person thus re-organizes the whole structure of
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the setting. In this respect, the construction of meanings through the use of
signs in an experimental setting provides the synthesis. The person re-
organizes the understanding of the situation and (may) act in accordance
with this new understanding. On the other hand, when openness to the
emergence of such synthesis is not present, the subject may be "stuck" in the
experimental situation in which the experimenter expects the subject to
construct the meaning of the setting that is intended by the experiment.
Thus, Vygotsky argued that the difference between "practical-action" and
"cognitive-intellectual" tasks given to mentally retarded children may reveal
the accessibility of problem-solving in the former but not in the latter
(Vygotsky, 1929y/1983, p. 146). Vygotsky illustrated it with an example
from a study by Petrova (1925) in the clinic of M. Gurevich in Moscow (the
"primitive child" phenomenon as it was labelled at the rime):
A child who is deeply retarded in her adaptive reactions is being studied.
She had been to many children's institutions and was then sent to the
psychiatric hospital under the suspicion of psychological pathology. In the
hospital no psychological illness was discovered, and the child was transferred
to be studied in Gurevich's clinic. The girl is a Tatar who in early childhood
changed one unconsolidated language knowledge for another, and learned to
speak in the latter. She was completely untaught to think in the new language.
The girl was not familiar with the idea that on the basis of a few words it is
possible to draw conclusions. The psychologist confronted her with a number
of reasoning tasks, in some cases in a practical and in others in verbal form.
When confronted with practical tasks, the subject gave positive answers. She
responded with full non-understanding and inability to reason when she
was given verbal tasks. For instance, the child is told "My aunt is taller than I,
and my uncle even taller than my aunt, is my uncle taller than me?" The girl
responds: "I don't know. How can I say, whether the uncle is taller, if I have
never seem him?" ... The child is delayed in her cultural development, in the
development of verbal thinking, but she is not mentally retarded [debit]...
(Vygotsky, 1929y/1983, p. 147)
The experimental verbal task given to this child presumes that the child is
capable of understanding the task and then solving it. However, the child
lacks the "knowledge base" for tackling such tasks of deductive reasoning,
and refuses to solve the problem. The child, like the illiterate adults in later
"cultural-historical experiments" in Central Asia (Luria, 1974), constructs
the meaning of the given situation differently from the ways in which the
experimenter interprets it. For Vygotsky, the contrast within the same
subject between success in practical reasoning and lack of success in verbal
reasoning was indicative of the subject's present level of intellectual
development. However, even that contrast in itself did not satisfy Vygotsky's
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concern with the study of the developmental processes by which the new,
higher forms of intellectual functioning emerge. Thus, the experimen-
ter's role in his new methodology was not merely to arrive at a "diagnostic
profile" of the higher and lower psychological functions, but actively to
promote the transition from the present state of affairs to the new (not yet
existing) one. All the experiments within the cultural-historical theory (see
chapter 9) and concerning concept-formation (see chapter 11 ) are similar in
this respect: the subject is put in a structured situation where a problem
exists (so far that follows the lines of Gestalt psychology) and the subject is
provided with active guidance towards the construction of a new means to
the end of a solution to the problem. From here Vygotsky's fascination with
"teaching experiments" follows, his criticism of Gestalt psychology's inabil-
ity to study development, and his constant call for the study of psychologi-
cal functions that have not yet developed but will emerge soon (see chapter
13). It should not be forgotten that Vygotsky was a crusader for handicap-
ped children and their right to social education, a belief he had held long
before arriving at the "method of double stimulation" (Vygotsky, 1925c).
For this new task of experimental study of the emergence of higher
psychological functions, the old ways of looking at psychological experi-
ments had to be reconsidered. This innovation of experimental methodol-
ogy - recognition of the meaning-constructing role of the human subjects in
the experimental settings - emerged at an intersection of Vygotsky's
development of his cultural-historical theory: its experimental basis (see
chapter 9) on the one hand, and his interests in the development of concepts
on the other (see chapter 11).
Dynamic Relationships of the Pans within the Whole: Lewin
Vygotsky's use of structural-psychological ideas in his own theorizing fits
his functionalist emphasis. The differentiated "landscape" of the Gestalt
psychology movement made it possible to address relevant psychological
issues using different Gestalt authors' viewpoints as means to an end. Thus,
as Vygotsky had been constantly interested in the dynamic unity of affect
and reasoning (see chapter 2), Kurt Lewin's work in the 1920s and early
1930s was of relevance to him.
A number of issues which were reflected in Lewin's work appealed to
Vygotsky. First, Lewin's criticism of the traditional static perspectives in
science (Lewin, 1931/1982) followed similar lines of criticism put forward
by Vygotsky. Thus, science could be said to need to transcend the "pheno-
menological" (static emphasis on existing forms) viewpoint to adopt
Lewins' "conditional-genetic" perspective (Vygotsky, 1930d, pp. 112-13).
Surely that use of Lewin's terminology was a modified version of the earlier
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maxim of Blonsky's: "behavior can be viewed only as history of behavior."
How that history could be studied was further revealed by Vygotsky's
analysis of adolescents' needs and interests (Vygotsky, 193 Ih, pp. 185-95).
Lewin's emphasis on the holistic, structural organization of children's
needs (in contrast to the established associative connections and habits)
was, of course, a favorite idea of Vygotsky's, who never tired of fighting the
non-dialectical reductionism of the psychology of that time. In his commen-
tary on Lewin's theory of interests, Vygotsky argued:
Human activity is not a mechanical sum of unorganized skills, but it is
structurally captured and organized by dynamic holistic strivings and
interests. Together with the establishment of structural relation between
interest and skill, the new theory comes with logical rigor to a totally new
perspective on an old problem of inborn and acquired interests; it poses the
question in ways that were not pursued before... Interests are not acquired, but
they develop — in that introduction of the notion of development into the
study of interests lies the most important word that the new theory has said on
the whole problem of interests. (1931h, p. 187)
Vygotsky's favorite theme - dynamic development of higher-level pheno-
mena — is evident here. The kernel of Vygotsky's criticism of Lewin in this
respect is also embedded here: the theme of non-recognition of higher
(historically developed and sign-mediated) interests, and the lack of accept-
ance of the Hegelian idea of dialectical synthesis in Lewin's work (193 Ih,
pp. 191-3).
Nevertheless, Lewin's emphasis on the study of the dynamic side of
psychological processes was a forceful ally in Vygotsky's quest for the study
of dialectical synthesis, and he emphasized the relevance of Lewin's
conditional-genetic methodological perspective for the study of developing
phenomena (see Lewin, 1926a, 1931/1981). That methodological stance
called for the study of the processes that take place (and the conditions that
are necessary) as a new structure emerges from an old one. In the environ-
ment of the psychology of the 1920s and 1930s this was a powerful contrast
to the tendency to study the outcomes (phenotypic appearances) and to
make entified causal attributions in order to explain development (see
Vygotsky, 1931m/1983, pp. 96-7). All human mental processes (including
the use of language) are aimed at the temporary stabilization of the flow of
experiences - translating that flow into static constructs (entities) - hence
the process of this translation can be called "entification"; and its products
are "entified" attributions, ideas, and other mental static phenomena. This
contrast between developmental and nondevelopmental research orienta-
tions is nowadays even more marked, so Vygotsky's alliance with Lewin on
that topic is as fresh as ever. From the emphasis on conditional-genetic
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study follows the impossibility of studying development via its static out-
comes. In the latter, the conditions that wrought its emergence are usually
inadvertently lost, hence development cannot be studied through its out-
comes. The outcomes of behavioral development reflect the results of
automization of newly developed functions ("fossilized behavior"; okame-
nelost' povedenia; see Vygotsky, 1931m/1983, p. 99), and a study of these
behavioral fossils in the outcomes cannot replace the prospective study of
the developmental process itself. Of course, Vygotsky went along with
Lewin's thinking only in respect to the dynamic and developmental view-
point, whilst criticizing his perspective for its lack of emphasis on dialectical
synthesis.
Finally, Lewin's efforts (e.g. Lewin, 1926a, 1926b, 1926c) to (re)unite
affect and cognition were of relevance to Vygotsky, who discovered in a
number of Lewinian experiments supporting material for his own position:
K. Lewin demonstrated in which ways one emotional state is transformed into
another, and how the displacement of emotional experiences takes place when
an unresolved and uncompleted emotion continues to exist, often in a hidden
form. He showed how affect enters into any structure with which it is
connected. Lewin's main idea is that it is not possible to encounter affective,
emotional reactions in an isolated state (as elements of psychic life that only
later become associated with other elements). The emotional reaction is a
distinctive result of the given structure of the psychic process. Lewin showed
that the triggering emotional reactions can emerge in sports activity bodi in
external movements and mental activity (e.g. chess play). He showed that in
these cases different content emerges in coordination with different reactions,
but the structural place of emotional processes remains the same. (Vygotsky,
1932J/1982, pp. 433-4)
Vygotsky was particularly enthusiastic about Lewin's experiments in
which subjects were put into a meaningless setting and left to wait. In such
settings they were observed to accumulate emotiogenic "power" which led
to the cognitive reorganization of the subjective situation by construction of
some subjective meaning to it. Subjects were also seen to devise action plans
in such emotiogenic situations, which would be subsequently put into action
in an automatic fashion (Vygotsky, 1932J/1983, pp. 461-3). This connec-
tion between emotional stress and cognitive reconstruction of the meaning
of the situation, as well as with action-plan construction, conformed with
Vygotsky's cultural-historical theorizing in 1930 to 1932. In Lewin's experi-
ments, he could see the unification of affective processes (the increase of
emotional agitation) with cognition (construction of new meanings) and
action (development of mental action plans that control subsequent action).
The acceptance of Lewin's work was linked closely in Vygotsky's thinking
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with his consistent interest in the philosophy of Spinoza (Vygotsky, 1932i/
1983, p. 387; e.g. the close link between Zeigarnik's experiments and
Spinoza's ideas; also in Vygotsky, 1935m/1983, p. 249).
Lewin's field-theoretical perspective also appealed to Vygotsky because of
its emphasis on the unity of the psychological phenomenology with the
structure of the (subjectively flavored) environment in which the person is
embedded. Lewin's Aufforderungscharakter idea (Lewin, 1926a, 1926b)
was actively used by Vygotsky (1932p/1984, p. 341), and in his lectures he
sketched Lewin's famous film of a child trying to sit onto a stone.
However, Vygotsky explicitly charted his disagreements with Lewin's
theoretical system; these disagreements focused on the issue of how human
beings control their actions by way of psychological processes. Vygotsky's
answer to that question was clear: through acting upon the world and by
controlling its stimuli (the process of mediation) one controls one's actions.
The role of signs in that process was of central importance for Vygotsky by
that time (Vygotsky, 1931m/1983, p. 120).
Vygotsky also found Lewin's thinking congenial to his own in the area of
understanding mental retardation, particularly, Lewin's effort to see the
roots of mental retardation in the affective-volitional, rather than cognitive
processes (see Vygotsky, 1935m/1983, pp. 234-6; also chapter 4). But
again, Lewin is criticized for his "anti-dialectical" connection of affect and
cognition (Vygotsky, 1935m/1983, p. 242-3). Furthermore, Vygotsky saw
Lewin's lack of developmental emphasis in the analysis of the cognitive/
affective complex in the mentally retarded child:
He [Lewin] does not know the dialectical rule that in the course of develop-
ment the cause and the consequence exchange places; that higher psychologi-
cal functions that once emerged on the basis of certain dynamic conditions
have a feedback influence on the processes that generated them, that in
development the lower [processes] are replaced by higher; that in development
the physiological functions change by themselves, but first of all the inter-
functional links, relations between different processes (in particular between
intellect and affect) are changed. Lewin looks at affect outside of development
and without linkages with the rest of the psychic life. He posits that the role of
affect in the psychic life remains unchanged and constant in the course of the
whole development, and thus, consequently, the relation of intellect and affect
remains constant. (Vygotsky, 1935m/1983, pp. 244-5)
Thus, again, Vygotsky's criticism of Gestalt psychology concentrated on
the issues of development as emergence of qualitatively novel characteris-
tics. Of all the Gestalt psychologists among Vygotsky's contemporaries, it
was Kurt Koffka who most explicitly made an effort to handle issues of
development.
VYGOTSKY AND GESTALT PSYCHOLOGY 173
Processes in Development: Vygotsky on Koffka
It was Koffka's work in the 1920s that served as an introduction to
psychology for Vygotsky (see above). First, it was relevant for Vygotsky that
Koffka stressed the structural nature of learning and development
(Vygotsky, 1930d, p. 105). Furthermore, Koffka's acceptance of the inclu-
sion of words in the structure of a setting — in conjunction with tools — was
an important idea from Vygotsky's point of view (1930d, p. 111). However,
as he himself predicted in 1926, a relationship with Koffka's work in
particular and Gestalt psychology in general, had its limits for Vygotsky. He
became critical of the axiomatic assumption of equilibrium inherent in
Gestalt psychology in general and in Koffka and Wertheimer in particular.
"(Gestalt psychology considers] typical for any movement, for any change
of the physical structure, that it moves from a rest state through the
violation of equilibrium into another rest state. From that follows that the
psychic structure is viewed first of all as something that stays in an
equilibrium state" (Vygotsky, 1932e/1960, p. 477).
In his lengthy foreword to the Russian translation of Koffka's Die
Grundlagen der psychischen Entwicklung, Vygotsky gave perhaps the most
direct and systematic critical analysis of Gestalt psychology that is available
in his writings (Vygotsky, 1934k/1982). Vygotsky first views Koffka's effort
to apply the principle of structure to developmental phenomena. In con-
trast, Vygotsky would apply the principle of development to phenomena
that Gestalt psychology characterized by way of the structural account (and
to that Vygotsky wholeheartedly agreed). The structure of the developmen-
tal process includes the relevant contact between teaching and learning
(okuchenie), but how do the first novel actions in the developing organism
emerge (Vygotsky, 19241/1982, p. 242)? Koffka's answer to that question -
an explanation by reference to the formation of novel structures - did not
satisfy Vygotsky as it did not differentiate the lower and higher psychologi-
cal processes (19341/1982, p. 246). This, of course, was a criticism that
again originated in the dialectical perspective on development; by not
recognizing the qualitative leaps in the developmental processes (both
ontogenetic and phylogenetic) Koffka was viewed to overextend the structu-
ralist principles to phenomena which Vygotsky viewed as being qualita-
tively different from one another. Particularly (along the lines of his own
emphasis on meaning), Vygotsky criticizes Koffka for not recognizing the
relevance of the semiotic activity as a qualitatively different human charac-
teristic (19341/1982, pp. 272-5). This criticism remains quite valid -
especially as we now know of the close continuity between Koffka's work
and the "affordance"-theorizing of the Gibsons and their followers. Vygot-
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sky's example of how different people with varying knowledge bases view
the same object illustrated that well:
Let us compare how a chessboard (with chess pieces on it) is perceived by
different people: a person who does not know how to play chess; a person
who had just started to learn to play; middle-level; and excellent chess players.
Surely it can be said that each of the four people view the chessboard
differendy. The one who does not know how to play chess perceives the
structure of the pieces from the perspective of their external characteristics.
The meaning of the pieces and their position on the board fall completely
outside of his perspective. That very same chessboard provides a different
structure to the person who knows the meanings of the pieces and the moves.
For him, some parts of the table become the background, others become the
focus. Yet differently will the medium-level and excellent chess players view
the board. Something like that takes place in the development of the child's
perception. The meaning leads to the emergence of a meaningful picture of the
world ... (Vygotsky, 19341/1982, pp. 277-8)
So, while animals have only perception of the world, humans have a
meaningful picture. This idea, borrowed by Vygotsky from Gelb (1934l/
1982, p. 280), reflects his core criticism of Gestalt psychology's structuralist
reductionism. Vygotsky pointed out that Koffka's structuralist perspective
does not allow the emergence of novel forms. His analysis of Koffka's
understanding of development served largely as a means towards the end of
elaborating the ideas of the zone of proximal development (see chapter 13).
Namely, Vygotsky points to the similarity in Koffka's view on development
and that of Thomdike (the teaching-learning process = development;
19341/1982, pp. 285-6), while reducing the complexity of that process to
different units (elementary skills versus structures). In an insightful, retro-
spective passage, Vygotsky summarized the road that Gestalt psychology
had traveled. Characterizing Koffka's perspective on development, he noti-
ced that Koffka's structuralist view resembled a "mosaic" of structures
developing in parallel and becoming associated with one another:
At first, separate molecule-structures exist, separately and independently from
one another. Their development involves the change of the measures and size
of these structures. Thus, again in the beginning of development there is a
chaos of unorganized molecules, from which by way of unification a holistic
orientation to reality emerges. (Vygotsky, 19341/1982, p. 288)
This description of development did not differ from Thorndike's only in
the size of the units involved (instead of elementary actions Koffka sees
structures). Thus, Gestalt psychology replaced development seen as inter-
_~
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element association formation with inter-structure association formation
and, thus, did not overcome the basic difficulty of the associationistic world
view. Koffka's inability to explain development was seen by Vygotsky as an
indicator of the theoretical impasse of the whole of Gestalt psychology.
Functional Systems: The Development and Breakdown of the
Structural Organization of Psychological Processes
In the late 1920s and particularly the early 1930s, Vygotsky developed an
interest in the principles by which the human brain functions, an interest
sparked possibly by his beginning some form of medical studies around that
time (see chapter 1 ). The continuity of reasoning is quite clear: the dominant
in the structure of reactions is a systemic phenomenon and so is any
neurophysical phenomenon in the human brain. In the brain, the functional
organization of the dominant can be traced in the connections between
different parts of the brain in a manner parallel to tracing the systemic
organization of higher and lower psychological processes in the holistic
psychological structure of an individual. Hence Vygotsky's interest in the
functional systems (the labeling of which can be seen to mirror his emphasis
on the dynamic and instrumental nature of these structured units):
In the process of the psychic development of a child... not only internal
reorganization and improvement of separate functions takes place, but also
inter-functional links and relations are qualitatively changed. As a result, new
psychological systems emerge that unite in complex coordination a number of
elementary functions. These unities of a higher kind, that come to replace
homogeneous, elementary functions we tentatively name higher psychic func-
tions. (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930d/1984, p. 81)
The functional systems in the brain, which Kurt Goldstein's holistic
perspective had charted out in his neurology, provided Vygotsky with much
material for thought. In contrast to his earlier (experimental) efforts to
study the dominant in reactions, the study of holistic functional organiza-
tion of the brain led Vygotsky to use neurological (and psychiatric) case
material that had been accumulating in the scientific literature.
Research on the human brain and its functioning is a curious area of
study, for in no other fields involving human subjects is research so much
dependent on the advancement and use of technology, both military and
scientific. Vygotsky's interests in the functioning of the brain benefited de
facto from the results of the First World War, which brought the issue of
brain damage and its compensation to the attention of medical and behavi-
oral scientists. Of course, empirical phenomenology, in and by itself, is blind
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to new understanding of the general principles by which the brain works.
Fortunately, some of the researchers working with patients with war-
injuries were basing their research on a structuralistic world-view (Gold-
stein and Gelb, 1920; Gelb and Golstein, 1925).
Case material from neuropsychology enabled Vygotsky to support his
views with evidence. For example, quoted Goldstein's example of an
encephalitic patient whose disturbance had blocked the capability to follow
abstracted instructions (e.g. "shut your eyes"; the patient could not do it),
but who could perform that action when it was embedded in a context (e.g.
"show how you go to sleep"; Vygotsky, 1932i/1982, pp. 463-4). In a
similar vein, the effects of brain damage on the breakdown of categorical
cognition (Gelb and Goldstein, 1925) supported Vygotsky's views on the
role of concepts in organizing and re-organizing a person's psychological
processes (e.g. Vygotsky, 1931h, pp. 408ff; 1934h, p. 1072). He explicitly
argued that cases of color-name aphasia demonstrate a lowering of the
person's reasoning from the level of higher processes (capability to reason
by way of concepts) to the lower level of reasoning in complexes (Vygotsky,
1931h, p. 412).
The issue of regression leads us to a complicated topic in Vygotsky's
thinking where inconsistencies can be found. On the one hand, Vygotsky
occasionally seemed to use "regression" in terms of its ordinary meaning
(especially when referring to other authors' work), that is, returning to a
previous level in a hierarchy of levels or stages. At the same time, this use of
the term would be contradictory to his dialectical, synthesis-oriented pers-
pective. If Vygotsky emphasized the dialectical restructuring of organisms in
the progressive phase of development, then a similar qualitatively new
restructuring should be accepted to be in place at the regressive phases of the
process. In other terms, if Vygotsky's idea of developmental dialectical
synthesis is followed with rigor it is not possible for any organism to regress
to a previous stage/state of development. Instead, the organism may become
transformed from a higher to a lower state or stage, but that would not
constitute retracing of a previously traversed path in development.
Vygotsky did not express himself clearly in this matter (see also Kozulin,
1990b), but we can point to some of his ideas that are consistent with this
more rigorous interpretation of regression.
Vygotsky's interest in the breakdown of psychological functions took two
parallel directions in the early 1930s: the psychiatric and the neuropsycho-
logical. In the psychiatric domain, he became interested in the breakdown of
higher psychological functions in schizophrenic adults (Vygotsky 1932b/
1956; see also the slightly modified English translation in Vygotsky, 1934h).
This interest was clearly coordinated in his mind with the ontogenetic
developmental interest in the move from thinking in complexes to that of
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concepts in adolescence. When the adolescent moves up from the use of
complexes to concepts, the schizophrenic patient shows a move down from
concept-based reasoning to that in complexes (which, in that downward
movement, at times are masked as "pseudo-concepts:" words that seem to
be concepts but can be demonstrated to be mere covers for complexes). The
schizophrenic process, according to Vygotsky, starts from the hidden altera-
tions in the meanings of words (Vygotsky, 1932b/1956, p. 486), followed
by the downwards development of thinking with the help of pseudo-
concepts. The fall from conceptual thinking is characterized by de-coupling
(rascheplenie), decomposition (raspad) and destruction of the higher
psychological functions. These three synonyms used for describing the
transformation downwards are contrasted to growth (rost], development
and building of higher levels in ontogeny (Vygotsky, 1932b/1956, p. 482).
In a lecture delivered a month and a half before his death (on April 28,
1934) at the Institute of Experimental Medicine in Moscow, Vygotsky
directly addressed the issue of development and decomposition of higher
psychological functions (Vygotsky, 1934J/1960). First, he (re)emphasized
the construction of qualitatively novel psychological structures in ontogeny,
under conditions of social interactions ("development of interaction and
generalization go hand in hand"; 1934J/1960, p. 373). The problem of
locating with the brain the different developing and decomposing psycholo-
gical functions began to overwhelm Vygotsky in this (and his very last) text.
However, instead of explicitly analyzing how higher brain functions become
decomposed, he reiterated the need to analyze the structural organization of
the higher processes. In the joint work on empirical case description of Pick
and Alzheimer patients' psychological breakdown (Samukhin, Birenbaum
and Vygotsky, 1934), the clinical data about the breakdown were explained
by reference to seeing dementia as a structural reorganization according to
general psychological principles.
In an extract that was prepared for a presentation (made by someone else
in June, 1934) at the First Ukranian Congress of Neuropathology and
Psychiatry that took place in Kharkov, Vygotsky addressed the issue of
localization of psychological functions in the brain (Vygotsky, 1934o/1982;
see also Vygotsky, 1965). In that address, Vygotsky clearly recognized the
differences between development of the brain <—> psychic functions
relationships in children with brain defects on the one hand, and those of
adult brain-damaged persons (Vygotsky, 1934o/1982, p. 172). There is no
single way in which psychological functions are linked with the work of
different parts of the brain in children and adults: similar brain damage (of
child and adult) can produce vastly different symptoms in the psychological
spheres, while different symptomatic pictures can reflect similar underlying
brain damage. Vygotsky, of course, used this as a strong argument against
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efforts geared towards simple mapping of psychological functions (as
elementaristic entities) to different parts of the brain (he cautioned listeners
against forgetting that these different parts are systemically linked). He
posited the existence of differential quantitative effects of brain damage to
different brain centers in the form of a general law: for children with brain
damage, the nearest higher brain center (relative to the damaged part of the
brain) is more affected by the damage in the functional sense, than the brain
centers that are lower than the damaged area. In contrast, the effects of
brain damage in adults were posited to lead to a reverse effect: the nearest
lower center(s) (relative to the damaged area) are more affected by the
damage than the nearest higher center (1934o/1982, p. 173). It is interesting
that here Vygotsky operated only with quantified ordinal relationships
(more functional effects in X than Y), and did not attempt to apply his ever-
present dialectical scheme. Of course, behind this general quantitative law
his emphasis on the emergence and new quality of higher psychological
functions is discernible. In the development of brain-damaged children the
damage blocks the emergence of new functions in higher centers while
forcing the lower centers to develop compensatory functions (i.e. the higher
centers are more damaged than the lower ones). Once the person's brain is
damaged in its adult state (which means that the higher centers have become
to function in novel, generally controlling ways over lower ones), then the
immediate lower centers (those that are controlled by the damaged area) are
more impaired than the relatively more flexible (higher) centers which can
develop compensations by way of becoming linked to other (non-damaged)
centrifugal neural linkages.
Vygotsky did not specify the particulars of the structural-functional
breakdown of brain functions. Instead, he proceeded to call for the study of
inter-functional relationships, leaving it open to debate what (other than a
general principle of dynamic Gestalts of brain activation) that implied and
how brain scientists could proceed with such a study. The subsequent work
of Luria along these lines has elaborated that direction, and Luria's account
of the role of Vygotsky in devising a number of clinical experiments (see
Luria, 1982, chapter 7) shows how the issue of brain defects was dealt with
in a developmental framework. Indeed, many of the rehabilitation ideas for
brain-damaged patients that were put into practise by Luria in the following
decades can be traced to Vygotsky's thinking about the method of double
stimulation as applied to the re-learning processes of neurologically dys-
functional patients.
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Kurt Goldstein and the Roots of Vygotsky's Ideas on Inner
Speech
One of the theories for which Vygotsky is well known is his treatment of
"inner speech," its functions in thinking, and its social origins as he
contrasted those functions with Piaget's notion of "egocentric speech"
(Vygotsky, 1934a, chapter 7). The issue of inner speech goes back to
Wilhelm von Humboldt's language of philosophy (see also chapter 15), and
was actively discussed by a number of German neurologists interested in
speech (Wernicke, Storch) at the turn of the century. Vygotsky's treatment
of the issue of inner speech as a special, transformed form of external speech
followed the tradition of Kurt Goldstein (1933) in seeing parallels between
the breakdown of inner speech in aphasie patients and children's speech
development. Goldstein, a neurologist, provided relevant evidence from the
breakdown of higher functions (in aphasia), yet the connection he made
between the neurological cases and children's development of inner speech
remained non-empirical. In fact, Vygotsky explicitly follows Goldstein in
his treatment of inner speech: "In essence, if we were consistent and took
Goldstein's point of view to its end, we must agree that inner speech is not
speech at all, but thinking and affective-volitional activity, since it includes
in itself motives of speech and thought that is expressed in word"
(Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 278).
Vygotsky developed his theory beyond Goldstein's perspective, by
enriching his idea with the notion of the dialectical transformation of speech
when it is transformed from the external to the internal form. The latter
transformation is of course socially organized (the idea of internalization
that Vygotsky took from Janet; see van der Veer and Valsiner, 1988). The
similarity between Vygotsky's elaboration of the issue of inner speech and
that of Goldstein's can also be seen in the latter's fascination (see Goldstein,
1948, pp. 94-8; see also chapter 11) with Vygotsky's ideas (after learning
about them through the English language publication of chapter 7 of
Myshlenie i rech; Vygotsky, 1939).
Conclusions: Vygotsky's Dialectical Oppositions with Gestalt
Psychology
In this chapter we have demonstrated the intellectual closeness between
Gestalt psychologists and Vygotsky. Not surprisingly, the effort of Gestalt
psychologists to retain the structural organization of the phenomena was
close to Vygotsky's anti-reductionist's heart. Vygotsky borrowed exten-
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sively from different Gestalt colleagues of his (Köhler, Koffka, Lewin,
Goldstein), whilst criticizing them for their non-dialectical (non-
developmental) stand. In his efforts to unite the principle of Gestalt and the
principle of development, Vygotsky made others aware of a possible direc-
tion of theoretical thought, still largely unexplored in contemporary
psychology - despite the current fashion of mentioning his name in many
present-day publications.
Vygotsky's emphasis on the structural dynamics of psychological pheno-
mena went further than Lewin's and reached the already familiar domain of
"qualitative synthesis." He was indebted to the Gestalt movement for his
experimental methodology as well as his treatment of units of analysis. His
ideas on learning were formed during a dialogue with Koffka and, last but
not least, the theoretical issue for which he has subsequently become well-
known — the theory of inner speech — was an elaboration of Goldstein's
similar thoughts, aligned with the German tradition of a philosophy of
language, from Wilhelm von Humboldt onwards. The principle of structure
became that of dialectical transformation and hierarchical integration of
structures in Vygotsky's thought, and the traditional question of regression
acquired new characteristics in that context. However, Vygotsky never
specified the dialectically transformable structures in any concrete detail,
and we are still as far as ever from the realization of an adequate and
elaborate methodological work that would bring Vygotsky's structuralism
to the instrumentarium of modern-day psychologists.
PART II
The Cultural-Historical
Theory 1928-1932
Introduction
Vygotsky's scientific career peaked in the late 1920s and early 1930s. He
was teaching paedology and psychology at a number of institutes and doing
editorial work for various publishing houses. As a member of the editorial
boards of Psikhologija, Pedologija, Pediatrija, and Psikhotekhnika i Psikho-
fiziologija Truda he reviewed countless manuscripts. In addition, from 1931
onwards he was the chairman of the collective of VARNITSO1 of the
Bubnov State Pedagogical Institute in Moscow. Finally, he worked as a
deputy in the section concerned with people's education of the Frunze Soviet
(Frunze being one of Moscow's districts) after his election by the proletarian
students (Kolbanovsky, 1934c, p. 394). Given this background it is remark-
able that Vygotsky managed to conduct creative scientific work in those
years, but in fact, these years were among the most productive of his life.
Towards 1928 Vygotsky started to develop the outlines of his cultural-
historical theory (see chapter 9). His thinking now acquired a different and
more original character, whilst remaining very much intertwined with the
theories of prominent European thinkers of that rime. No doubt, several key
concepts were borrowed from the Gestalt school within psychology (see
chapter 8) and in chapter 11 it will be seen that Vygotsky's concept-
formation research developed in dialogue with the work of Ach and Piaget.
It is commonly thought that the cultural-historical theory was the accom-
plishment of the troika consisting of Vygotsky, Leont'ev, and Luria. Here
we should be cautious not to project our current evaluations of cultural-
historical theory, its authors, and its value onto the canvas of the diverse
and confusing scientific and cultural life of the time. Historically speaking,
there was at first no troika. Vast differences of opinion and attitude existed
'These letters stood for Vstsojiuna/a Associant* Robottukov Nauti i Tekhniki dlja Sode-
jstvija Socialisticheskomu Stroittlstvu v SSSR (All-Union Association of Workers in Science
and Technics for the Furthering of the Socialist Edification in the USSR).
IXe'
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between Vygotsky and Luria, and from 1924 it took four ojLfi
befote they really started to cooperate and co-author in a fruitful way. As
became clear in chapter 4, until 1930 Luria was greatly influenced by( Freudian theory - a theory that was evaluated by Vygotsky.much, morecritically. In general, it can be said that Vygotsky and Luria were very_
differentthinkers - a fact that is very evident aîs^TrônTThetëw"pTîBncanons
they co-authored - Luria representing the typical scientist who clearly and
didactically espoused his ideas, faithfully and meticulously referring to his
sources, while Vygotsky was the brilliant humanist who suggested sweeping
changes in various areas, and who typically did not refer to his sources or
did so with supreme carelessness. So, while it took some time before Luria
decided to join forces with Vygotsky (see chapter 1), it took even longer for
Leont'ev to decide to join the team. Moreover, his role was to be much more
modest. Although he did fine work in the field of the experimental confirma-
tion of Vygotskian ideas - see, for instance, the description of his memory
research in chapter 9 - he never co-authored a book or article with
Vygotsky and was barely visible as a co-founder of the cultural-historical
theory at that time. In fact, when critics attacked the basic ideas of the
cultural-historical theory in the 1920s and 1930s, they always spoke of the
theory developed by Vygotsky and Luria {chapter 16), not mentioning
Leont'ev. The idea of the heroic and inseparable three musketeers fighting
against traditional psychology is, then, a romantic reconstruction favored
by Leont'ev and Luria. As we will see, the myth of the troika served the
function of obscuring the very real differences of opinion and personal
conflicts that would develop between Vygotsky and Leont'ev (and, to some
extent, Luria) at a later stage (see the introduction to part III).
It is a distortion, also, to consider the cultural-historical theory as one of
the most prominent theories of the time, or that Vygotsky — let alone Luria
or Leont'ev — was considered to be a major psychologist by his contempor-
aries. Many other psychologists, some of them now totally forgotten, were
more well known at the time and considered more eminent than the founder
(of cultural-historical theory. These included Basov, Zalkind, Kornilov,Blonsky, and others (see, for instance, chapter 12). Also, cultural-historicaltheory as such was not accepted by many scientists when first developed and
from its beginnings met with criticism. In fact, the growing (ideological)
.opposition caused a situation where Vygotsky eventually had very few
colleagues sympathetic to his theory and had to rely greatly on the work
done by a small circle of devoted young students.
Most of the experiments providing the empirical evidence for the cultural-
historical theory were carried out in the Academy of Communist Education,
since a special psychological faculty and a laboratory were created there in
1928. Luria became the head of faculty while Vygotsky was the head of the
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Psychological Laboratory. During the period Vygotsky was developing the
cultural-historical theory his teaching gradually concentrated on paedol-
ogy (see chapter 12). The result of this teaching formed a series of textbooks
"on paedology (Vygotsky, 1928t, 1929n, 1929p, 1930p, 1931h).
The Origin of the Kharkov School
When the Psychological Laboratory of the Academy of Communist Educa-
tion was closed down in 1932 Vygotsky and his collaborators lost an
important meeting place where they planned and carried out experiments,
held internal conferences, etc. In the increasingly intolerant intellectual
• climate in Moscow the foundation of the Ukrainian Psychoneurological
Academy in Kharkov in 1930 was a most welcome event. The Kharkov
founders of the Academy invited researchers from all over the country to
come and work there. Among them were the psychiatrist Judin from
Kazan', the neurologist Sukhareva from Moscow, and Vygotsky, Luria,
Leont'ev, Zaporozhec, and Bozhovic. Here, then, seemed an opportunity to
do the experimental work carried out to support the cultural-historical
theory. Again, however, the lodgings finding proved very difficult. The
Ukrainian Academy could arrange only one room in a communal flat for
each scientist and his or her family. Vygotsky preferred to stay in Moscow,
while Luria and Leont'ev started living twenty days a month in Kharkov
and the rest of the month with their families in Moscow.
It. was in Khaxkov that the cultural-historical school started to disinte-
grate. First, Vygotsky's conception of paedology was met with resistance
 (
from people like Gal'perin from the very beginning. Vygotsky conceived
Jpaedology as an all-embracing science of the child synthesizing the findings
I of physiology, defectology, psychology, and pedagogy around the key'
' concepts of development and age periods. Gal'perin (see Haenen, 1989, pp.
Î 13—14) has claimed that he opposed this idea arguing that progress in
! science is made by specializing in and not by combining various branches of
' knowledge. The fundamental danger for the paedologist, he claimed, was
that one cannot possibly be an expert in ail of these fields. As a result of such
arguments the new collective remained aloof from paedology and the
ideological difficulties it increasingly involved. Secondly, Leont'ev started
gradually developing his activity approach that was in fundamental contra-
diction with several of Vygotsky's most cherished ideas (see the introduction
to part III).
The ensuing differences of opinion did not immediately result in conflicts.
For some time Vygotsky traveled on a regular basis to Kharkov, delivering
lectures at the Academy and taking undergraduate examinations at the
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Medical Institute. But he gradually shifted his main activities towards
Leningrad and started cooperating with a new collective at the Herzen
Institute of Education. The Psychoneurological Academy itself did not exist
very long, the problem being that it had never been formally founded. The
researchers received financial support, but when in 1935 Kiev became
Ukraine's capital - instead of Kharkov - the Academy lost its direct contacts
with government circles and after some time ceased to exist (Haenen, 1989,
p. 11).
9
Cultural-Historical Theory
The Main Sources of the Theory
Between 1928 and 1931 Vygotsky and Luria wrote several accounts of the
cultural-historical theory. The first, and surprisingly complete, version of
the theory was presented in a concise article published in Pedologija
(Vygotsky, 1928p). The paper introduced many of the themes which will be
(dealt with in this chapter (e.g. the instrumental method, mediation, primi-
jlivism, different lines of development), but discussed them mainly in the
context of child development. Part of the paper (translated into English as
Vygotsky, 1929s) was devoted to a discussion of the many experimental
investigations that Vygotsky, Luria, Leont'ev, and their students carried out
in the Krupskaja Academy of Communist Education between 1925 and
1928.
After 1928 Vygotsky published several papers on the relation between
animal and human behavior, and on the ideas regarding the concept of
primitivism (a theme that was discussed in chapter 4; e.g. Vygotsky, 1929e;
1929f; 1929h; 1929i). The result of his thinking in this area was also
propounded in The Behavior of Animals and Man (Vygotsky, 1930q/1960),
the first book-length work dealing with several of the cultural-historical
themes. Written in the years 1929-30 at the request of the publishing house
Rabotnik Prosvesbchenija it constituted an attempt to write a brochure for
the general public about the relation between animal and human behavior
in the light of evolutionary theory and Marxist thought. Although the text
was well-written and accessible to the educated layman, it was not pub-
lished at the time.
The next major cultural-historical work was Studies of the History of
Behavior. Ape. Primitive. Child (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a). This book
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was published in 1930' and would be the focal point for many of the
criticisms that Vygotsky and Luria received in the early 1930s. In the 1990s
Soviet students of Vygotsky tend to be silent about this book and the
compilers of Vygotsky's completed works excluded it, giving preference to
his many unpublished writings. The reason for this reticence can probably
be found in the highly debatable content of the book. In the first chapter
Vygotsky discussed Köhler's experiments with chimpanzees, in the second
he presented the available ethnographic findings (mainly relying on Thurn-
wald and Lévy-Bruhl) regarding "primitive," non-Western people, and in
the final chapter Luria gave an account of child development. The key
question is, of course, whether it made sense to present the findings in these
different areas in the context of one book. It was not obvious what one
would gain by comparing the findings from such diverse scientific fields and
Imany scientists opposed such an approach. This was one of the fundamentalquestions of psychology in the 1920s and 1930s - similar questions arebeing asked in the contemporary debate about the application of ethi »logical
. and sociobiological findings to human beings - and it is of fundamental
^importance when judging the cultural-historical theory as a whole.
The sequel to Studies of the History of Behavior was another book co-
authored with Luria, called Tool and Sign (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930d/
1984). The history of this book is interesting in itself. Written by Vygotsky
and Luria in 1930 it was immediately translated into English and submitted
for publication in Murchison's Handbook of Child Psychology. However,
for reasons unknown the manuscript was not accepted for publication and
neither the Russian nor the English version of the study were published
during Vygotsky's lifetime. The story revived in the 1960s when the Soviet
editors of Vygotsky's collected works found that the original Russian
version had been lost and had the text translated back into Russian.
Finally, we now have available the most complete discussion of cultural-
historical theory, entitled The History of the Development of the Higher
Psychological Functions. Vygotsky started writing this book around 1929,
rewrote it several times (Puzyrej, 1986b), and finally completed it in 1931
(Vygotsky, 1931n/1983). Essentially it constituted another attempt to for-
mulate the framework already described in The Behavior of Animals and
1The first plans for this book date back to early 1927. In it Vygotsky planned to elaborate his
ideas about man's development from ape to superman (cf. chapter 3). After completion he
would receive 175 roubles from the State Publishing House. Later Luria joined the project. One
reason publication was delayed was that Vygotsky was extremely dissatisfied with the first
variants of his co-author's chapter on child development. They contained far too many —
uncritical - references to die work done by psychoanalysts such as Vera Schmidt, Melanie
Klein, and others for his taste (Vygotsky in letters to Luria, dated July 26, 1927 and Leont'ev,
dated July 23, 1929).
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Man, Studies of the History of Behavior, Tool and Sign, and the original
journal article (Vygotsky, 1928p). Vygotsky even took the paragraph
headings from the latter paper, which now served as the titles for the first
five chapters of his new study. The History of the Development of the
Higher Psychological Functions, however, was not simply a restatement of
an old theme, but contained new theoretical arguments and far more
empirical material. This most complete statement of the cultural-historical
theory (it contained more than 300 pages) shared the sad fate of its
immediate precursors and of many others of Vygotsky's writings: it was not
published during his lifetime.
We may conclude, then, that the present-day reader is probably in a much
better position to judge the intricate set of ideas that constituted the
cultural-historical theory than Vygotsky's contemporaries. For unless they
attended some of Vygotsky's many lectures, or were personally acquainted
with the author, they had rather little on which to base their judgement. At
any rate, they missed the most detailed exposition of the theory's main
themes given in The History.
The Theory
To understand any complex human phenomenon we have to reconstruct its
most primitive and simple forms, and to follow its development until its
present state - in other words, to study its history. This view - here taken
from Durkheim (1985, pp. 4-5) - was very common around the turn of the
century and led to many fascinating ethnographic, sociological, and psycho-
logical studies. Basically, of course, it took much of its inspiration from the
ideas formulated by Lamarck, Spencer, and above all, Darwin.
In psychology the evolutionary point of view led to the study of different
developmental fields with respect to their relevance for mental processes. It
was quite common, for instance, to speculate about the relevance of
phylogenetic developments for child development and to relate different
brain structures to different periods in phylogenesis. It was equally common
to suggest that in cases of pathology - say a brain lesion, or a case of
hysteria - a person might regress to phylogenetically older types of
behavior, because the phylogenetically newer brain parts had been dam-
aged. Finally, it was very popular to speculate about evolutionary develop-
ments in human culture, suggesting that human culture went through a long
series of developments from primitive culture to the most supreme form of
civilization, that is, the European culture of the twentieth century.
It would be quite impossible to list and discuss the many psychologists
from the beginning of this century who addressed these issues. Suffice it to
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say that Stern1 (e.g. 1927) speculated about the parallels between human
phylogeny and ontogeny; that Werner (1925) devoted a whole book to the
comparisons of the different developmental domains listed above; that
Bühler (1918) compared children's drawings with those of adults belonging
to "primitive" cultures; that Freud in his Totem and Taboo (1913) argued
that primitive tribes formed a "well-preserved preliminary stage of our own
development"; that Kretschmer (1916/1950) devoted much attention to the
"geological" structure of the brain; and that Koffka (1925) explicitly
discussed the question whether the comparisons between different develop-
mental areas were relevant and useful. It is interesting to follow Koffka's
reasoning for a moment, as it is so typical for the time discussed. "We
should never forget," Koffka reasoned (1925, p. 1—2) "that the subject that
we normally investigate in psychological research is the adult 'educated'
Western European, a being that, biologically speaking, stands on the latest
rung." He clarified this statement by stating that for psychology it was
important to compare (1) man and animal; (2) Western developed culture
and non-Western "primitive" culture ("To us the world looks different
from the way it looks to a Negro from Central Africa, from the way it
looked to Homer too, we speak a different language... real translation is
impossible ... "); and (3) adult and child.
All of these authors dealt with the obvious question of whether such
comparisons might be misleading and inadmissible, whether they were of
little relevance but rather innocent, or whether they provided important and
new insights. Although most authors denied that the development in one
domain simply repeated the development in other domains, it was generally
felt that cross-comparisons were relevant and might provide insights in the
general laws of development as such. Indeed, one of the mam tasks of the
new science of paedology was to study the laws of general development,
taking the phenomena established in the different domains as its starting
point (see chapter 12).
To the present-day reader the psychological writings of the beginning of
this century are both fascinating and unsettling. Fascinating, because these
authors so clearly realized that much of psychological theorizing was based
on experiments performed with (a limited section of) the Western European
population. Describing the mentality of different cultures they showed the
limits of European and American psychology and provided the foundation
for cross-cultural theory - however wrong their attempts at systematization
of the findings may have been. Unsettling, because in so many writings -
despite many cautious remarks by the authors — the idea of Western cultural
superiority was so evident.
It will be clear, then, that Vygotsky's cultural-historical theory was only
one of many theories that tried to give an account of the origin and
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development of the mental processes of Western educated adults. Vygotsky,
i too, in his cultural-historical theory compared (1) the psychology
of animals and human beings; {2} the psychology of "primitive" man and
Western man; (3) the psychology of children and adults; and (4) the
psychology of pathological and healthy subjects. In doing so, he relied
heavily on the writings of Darwin, Engels, Bühler, Koffka, Köhler, Thurn-
wald, Lévy-Bruhl, Durkheim, and Kretschmer to mention but a few authors.
This is not to say that Vygotsky's theory was simply an amalgam of the ^
ideas formulated by these different authors. Vygotsky essentially presented
a theory of man, his origin and coming into being, his present state amidst
the other species, and a blueprint for his future. The image of man that
derives from this theory is that of man as a rational being taking control of
his own destiny and emancipating himself from nature's restrictive bounds.
It is an image of man that is partially based on Marxist thinking and partially
on the ideas of various philosophers, such as Bacon and Spinoza. But above
all, of course, this was an image of man Vygotsky believed in, a belief that
was very common among the people of his time and in the country he lived.
Different Influences on Vygotsky from Evolutionary Ideas
To understand cultural-historical theory one should first know Vygotsky's
view on the origin of contemporary man - Homo sapiens - and his
• relative position in comparison to animals. In order to understand this
position it is essential to know that Vygotsky - following Marxist thought -
distinguished two periods in human's phylogeny. The first part — biological
evolution — had been described and explained by Charles Darwin in his
theory of evolution. The second part - human history - had been sketched
by Marx and, more thoroughly, by Engels. For Vygotsky the greater part of
human phylogenesis had been explained by Charles Darwin. He was well
acquainted with Darwin's writings and repeatedly praised him for his
theory of evolution, which provided the key to our understanding of animal
behavior. There is no doubt that Vygotsky was very impressed by Darwin's
arrangement of seemingly unconnected pieces of evidence into a coherent
genetic account of evolution. Many times in his life he would state that such
a type of classification — based on a common origin — was far superior to
other type of classifications, mostly based on superficial phenomenal simi-
larities. Darwin was for Vygotsky the founder of a causal-genetic approach
in science.
Accepting the Darwinian concepts of "variation" and "natural selection"
and the whole account of evolution, Vygotsky was forced therefore to
accept several of its implications. Thus, it would seem logical, for instance,
to accept the hereditary background of human anatomy, physiology, and
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J (perhaps) behavior, to accept the idea that we have many things in common
f with animals (e.g. various brain structures), and, in general, to accept a
continuity in the development from animals to man. At first sight, Vygotsky
did not seem to have any problems here. Indeed, he fully accepted the
genetic background of many human physiological and psychological pro-
cesses. In Vygotsky ^1929p), for example, he listed the Mendelian laws of
genetics (following Bühler, 1918) - which were still unknown to Darwin
himself of course - and explained their importance. Also, at that time, he
was not principally opposed to all forms of eugenics (see also chapter 3). On
the contrary, he claimed that seen "From the theoretical and principled side
eugenics as a science concerning the amelioration of the human race
through the mastering of the mechanism of genetics forms an achievement
of modern scientific thinking that is completely beyond doubt..."
(Vygotsky, 1929p, p. 11).
—^ It must be acknowledged, however, that he did oppose the form eugenics
had taken in the United States and other capitalistic countries. His reasons
were clear: (1) the knowledge of genetics was as yet insufficient; and (2)
"inherited" traits in capitalistic societies did not really reflect a genetic
background. Vygotsky's reasoning seems to have been that in a classless
society — where people have the same chances and opportunities — inter-
individual differences are likely to reflect genetic differences, whereas in a
society such as the U.S. this was extremely unlikely. In this connection
j Vygotsky warned against the hasty conclusions drawn by Pearson and
f Galton, arguing that the high correlations they found reflected a common
environment rather than shared genes (a critique that has been confirmed by
- Gould, 1981).
Vygotsky also was well aware of and agreed with the discussions of
human brain anatomy by, for instance, Edinger (1911) and Kretschmer
(1916/1950). He attached great value to the developmental principles that
the latter author had outlined in his Medical Psychology. These principles
« were, respectively, (1) the principle that lower brain structures do not
simply disappear as other structures develop, but continue functioning in a
subordinated position; (2) the principle that during this development the
lower functions lose part of their function to the higher ones; and (3) the
principle that the lower functions can regain autonomy in case the higher
ones are damaged or weakened (Kretschmer, 1916/1950, pp. 46—7). The
latter principle was considered to be particularly relevant in discussing
various cases of pathology. A careful study of different patients might lay
bare the phylogenetic older layers of the human mind. It is clear that
Vygotsky was much influenced by these and similar (e.g. Werner, 1925)
discussions about the "geological" layers of the human mind, and that these
. ideas were formed as a "direct result of accepting the evolutionary point of
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In general Vygotsky had also no problem with the idea that the evolution
of man from animals was a continuous process. But he did not accept that
this was the whole story and resisted Darwin's claim that "the mental
faculties of man and the lower animals do not differ in kind, although
immensely in degree" (Darwin, 1871/1981, p. 186). On the contrary,
Vygotsky claimed that there were fundamental differences between animals
and human beings, differences that originated with the onset of human
culture. Whereas animals are almost fully dependent on the inheritance of
genetically based traits, human beings can transmit and mastepthe products
, of culture. Mastering the knowledge amTwîsdom emBömed in human
culture, they can make a decisive step towards emancipation from nature.
The specifically human traits, then, are acquired in mastering culture
through the social interaction with others. Arguing in this way, Vygotsky
imposed a limited role on biological evolution and the genetic background
of human behavior. Behavior did have a genetic background in his opinion,
and this background had its origin in biological evolution, but it was
restricted to the lower processes. The specifically human, higher processes
developed in human history and had to be mastered anew by each human
child in a process of social interaction.
Importantly, it was not only the Darwinian version of evolutionary
thinking that was relevant to Vygotsky's synthesis of developmental ideas.
Equally noteworthy was his reliance on the evolutionary thought of the
1890s which was associated with the work of C. Lloyd Morgan, H.
Osborne, and J. M. Baldwin.
Above all it is the direct link with Baldwin's evolutionary thought that
becomes evident in a number of Vygotsky's texts. Baldwin's idea of "circu-
lar reaction" was described in Vygotsky (1925d, p. 188), and can thus be
"""sëéîfas being one of the roots of the cultural-historical methodology (see
also Vygotsky, 1931h/1983, p. 320). Allusions to Baldwin recur throughout
Vygotsky's discourse, until his death (see, e.g. Vygotsky, 1934d, pp. 53, 61).
Basically, the issues of the sociogenetic origin of cognitive processes (i.e.
children's thinking emerges in the context of dispute: Vygotsky, 1931h/
1983, p. 141; 1931o; 1935d, p. 16); and the Baldwinian emphasis on the
- unity of evolution and involution (Vygotsky, 1929m, p. 7; 1931h/1983, p.
178; 1932e/1984, p. 253; 1935d, p. 75) are what one finds consistently
reflected in Vygotsky's thinking. Furthermore, Baldwin's idea of personality
emerging at the transition from understanding others to that of one's own
self was recognized by Vygotsky (1931h/1983, p. 324). Baldwin's close
connection with Janet's sociogenetic ideas was of course an additional
factor which made Baldwin relevant for Vygotsky. Interestingly, Vygotsky
never made any detailed analysis of Baldwin's ideas, which suggests that in
his own disputes with his contemporaries Baldwin's ideas were not of the
highest relevance at the time. There was little for Vygotsky to criticize in
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Baldwin, as the latter's ideas were used in Vygotsky's productive thinking as
foundations for developmental science, rather than as areas of debate.
Vygotsky's reliance on the different evolutionary theories was clearly
• linked with his interest in the emergence of higher psychological functions in
. phylogeny. That interest led him not only to the classic primatological
experiments of Wolfgang Köhler, but also to take notice of a discipline that
had emerged at the intersection of evolutionary thinking and animal
behavior studies — zoopsychology.
Vladimir Vagner's Zoopsychology as a Foundation for
Vygotsky's Theory
Vladimir Aleksandrovich Vagner (Wagner) (1849-1934) was the founder
of Russian comparative psychology traditions. His main empirical observa-
tions were done on insects and avian species. Despite his empirical interests
in behavjctal construction (e.g. nest or net-building) among species that
were 'lower" on the evolutionary classification ladder, his theoretical
contributions dealt with the issues of development of intelligent behavior
(aside from instincts). This separation of "instinct" and "intellect"
("razum") was relevant to Vygotsky, whose indebtedness to Vagner is
noteworthy. Vagner was one of the active members of the Psychoneurologi-
cal Institute in St Petersburg from its inception, and thus had a formative
influence on many of Vygotsky's contemporaries.
Vagner emphasized the use of the ontogenetic perspective alongside the
phylogenetic comparisons between species in his version of zoopsychology
(Vagner, 1901, Part III). While distancing himself from the "anthropomor-
phizing" tendencies that were present in the animal psychology of the turn
of the century, Vagner did not jump to the behavioristic other extreme of
denying qualitative differences in psychological functions between species.
However, Vagner viewed the development of "instinct" as being highly
different from that of "intellect." Whereas in the ontogeny of the latter new
formations could build upon previous ones, in the case of "instincts"
novelty appears on the scene by way of substitution of one instinct by
another. In the case of "instincts", Vagner accepted the idea of a "biogenetic
law":
every stage in the given chronological change of one instinct by other ones in
an individual constitutes a stage in the history of development of instincts of
the given species; in other words, the ontogenesis of the given instinct of the
given individual represents at the same rime the phylogenesis of the instinct of
the given species. (Vagner, 1901, p. 61)
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In other words, experience does not change instinct, but merely regulates its
presence or absence, or substitution by another instinct (Vagner, 1910, p.
343). Vagner's concept of instincts included the notion of possible substitu-
tions among parts of the instinct (see Vagner, 1910, p. 268), thus making it
different from our contemporary ethological interest in instinctive behavi-
oral chains. However, the whole program of instincts for invertebrate
species was seen as a closed, hereditarily predetermined, species-based
behavior range. In contrast, at the level of venebrate species Vagner
accepted the idea of learning from experience having a place, and led to the
development of "intellect" (razutn). Furthermore, he posited the develop-
ment of "instincts" and "intellect" from the reflex basis along parallel lines
in phylogenesis (Vagner, 1913, p. 282):
Reflex
Instinct Intellect
While the development of instincts takes place via a "pure" line (i.e. the
previously present instincts are not transformed into new ones), the intellect
progresses on the basis of the previous structures (a "combined" lineJ.TTîe
relationships between "instinct" and "intellect" were viewed by Vagner as
those of gradual subordination of the other by the "intellect" in the course
of phylogenesis. In many ways, Vygotsky's (and Luria's) fit of the Marxist
idea of control over one's own lower psychological processes by the higher
(voluntary) ones proceeds along the same line. Vagner explicitly emphasized
the lack of harmony between the "instincts" and "intellect" in the human
species, where the suppression of instincts is a major goal (attainable by
only a few: Vagner, 1913, pp. 412,427-8). Vagner rejected Pavlov's efforts
to reduce all instincts to reflexes, and to eliminate the subdiscipline of
zoopsychology from science (Vagner, 1925, pp. 3-9). Instead, Vagner
continued to emphasize the qualitative distinction between psychological
functions of different species that are at different evolutionary levels, and
claimed that in the case of humans, the specifically novel regulation mechan-
isms — "collective psychology" — take over from the mechanisms of natural
selection, which govern pre-human phylogenesis (Vagner, 1929).
/ As a zoologist, Vagner was interested in the relationships between mor-
: phological and psychological features. He saw the process of development
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of psychological functions as being loosely coupled between the morphol-
ogy and behavioral organization: hence the notion of parallel lines in
development that was later central for Vygotsky's developmental thinking:
the change of morphological and psychological characteristics can take place
independently of each other in two parallel lines: in that the changes in these
lines may coincide, but also need not coincide with each other; new features
can appear separately, i.e. the morphological [line] remains unchanged but
the psychological changes, and vice versa: the psychological [features] change
,' and the morphological ones remain unchanged. (Vagner, 1913, p. 235)
Vagner's ideas concerning development clearly appealed to anybody who
was interested in building a non-reductionist theory of psychological
development. Vagner's disagreement with Pavlov paralleled Vygotsky's
, similar arguments against the reflexology of Pavlov and Bekhterev. Furth-
ermore, Vagner's contrast of "instinct" and "intellect" paralleled that of
"lower" and "higher" psychological functions in Vygotsky's discourse, and
the pairing of onto- and phylogenetic research methodology accorded with
Vygotsky's cultural-historical line.
_T>J Vygotsky was considering Vagner's ideas from the very beginning of his
entrance into psychology. In his Pedagogical Psychology Vagner's theory of
instincts as separate from reflexes had already been explicitly overviewed
(Vygotsky, 1926g, pp. 70-4). And he used Vagner's critique of Pavlov as a
supporting source in similar efforts of his own (see Vygotsky, 1925d, p.
181). Vygotsky also used Vagner in his analysis of the crisis in psychology
(see Vygotsky, 1927a/1982, pp. 308, 375-7, 418), although criticizing
Vagner's way of unifying psychology.
^ The most interesting confrontation that Vygotsky had with Vagner's
ideas was associated with the analysis of the work of Wolfgang Köhler.
Vagner's interpretation of Kohler's chimpanzee experiments was character-
istically mi ni mal i stic (i.e. attributing the behavior of the apes tojjjsjinctixe.
mechanisms). Vygotsky argued that Vagner had not understood the rele-
vance of the structure of the operation (performed by the ape) and its
coordination with the structure of the task (Vygotsky, 1930i, p. xxi). For
Vygotsky, Köhler's Gestalt orientation was a relevant aspect worth defend-
ing against the skepticism of Vagner. Interestingly enough, four years later
(and in conjunction with his growing dissatisfaction with Gestalt psychol-
ogy), Vygotsky had no difficulty accepting the conservative evaluation of
Köhler's studies in just the way that Vagner had done - chimpanzees whose
i intellect had become human-like were still developing along the "pure" line
j of development where the new function remained disjunctive with the
1 previous ones ("... in the experiments of Köhler we have in front of us —
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intellectual operations within the system of instinctive consciousness";
Vygotsky, 1934c/1982, p. 258).
In contrast, Vygotsky's developmental theorizing was built on the notion
of Vagner's "combined" line of development — on the basis of previous
structures, qualitatively new structures come into being as the organism is
actively involved in its environment. Phylogenerically that meant the transi-
tion from looking at the processes of evolution, to the consideration of
h u m a n cultural history. In Vygotsky's own social context, it entailed the
synthesis of evolutionary and zoopsychological ideas with Hegelian-
Engelsian-Marxian notions of history.
Marx and Engels: Human History and Biological Evolution
The distinction Vygotsky made between biological evolution and human
history was based on the writings of Marx and, most importantly, Engels.
Marx (1890, p. 194) - following BenjaminTränkJin - had defined man as
"a toolmaking animal" and Engels in his study "The part played by labor in
the transition from ape to man" (1925/1978) had elaborated this view.
Vygotsky was well aware of Engels' account — first published in the Soviet
Union in Dialectics of Nature (1925/1978) - and repeatedly referred to it to
explain the difference between animals and man.
Engels' account of the origin of Homo sapiens was rather crude but not
implausible in view of the available evidence (Engels, 1925, pp. 444—5).
. According to him the history of mankind began when the precursor of man
'left the trees and developed an upright gait. This was a decisive step towards
the transition from animal to man (1925, p. 444). The erect posture freed
the hands for the manipulation of objects and enabled the development of
finely tuned motor actions together with the development of visual ability.
The result was a gradually improving eye-hand coordination and the
development of the corresponding brain parts. The hands, sense organs, and
brain developed in a complex interaction. Man started to cooperate in
labor, which necessitated a means of communication. This, Engels argued,
resulted in the development of speech. Labor, then, came first, and created
the need for speech (1925, p. 447). It was labor that was defined by Engels
to be the defining characteristic of human beings. The origin of labor was
the manufacture of the first primitive flint tools by our predecessors. The
cooperation in groups, making tools, and communicating with each other
through speech, gradually led to the planned, deliberate transformation of
nature. Engels acknowledged that animals showed the rudiments of con-
scious, planned action - acknowledging, as Marx did, a simple tool-use
among some animals - but claimed a principal difference between animals
and man: animals use nature, whereas human beings control nature.
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^ In sum, Engels emphasized the manufacture and use of tools in the history
of mankind and argued that human beings displayed an essentially different
relationship with the environment: instead of passively using its facilities,
human beings actively transformed nature (often with unforeseen and
negative results, as Engels quite keenly observed, far ahead of his time).
Vygotskj^ accepted this account - indeed, one might ask whether there was
any room for dissent in this matter in the 1920s - and tried to integrate it
into his theory of man. Interestingly enough, he choose to ignore some of
Engels' more outlandish statements, such as the claim that parrots under-
stand what they say, the assertion that the eating of meat positively
influenced the development of the human brain, and Engels' embracing of
one form of the recapitulation thesis.
It is not easy to judge Engels' theory of labor (see Woolfson, 1982, for a
sympathetic analysis). Concentrating on the idea of tool-manufacture and
its role in anthropogenesis — and accepting the idea of one single feature
discriminating between animals and human beings - one might agree with
his account. Certainly,j:he invention and use of tools played a major part in
human history, a theory with which many contemporary experts concur
(e.g. Richards, 1987; Leakey, 1981). But it should be noted that the
distinction between tool-use and labor is rather vague, as is the account of
the origin of speecn7"airaccount which appears to embody Lamarckian
traits. Be that as it may, Vygotsky's taking on-board Engels' theory implied
an acceptance of a distinction between biological evolution and human
history and the importance of the role of tools and labor in the origin of
human culture. One of the major challenges for Marxist psychology would
be to demonstrate how tool-use and labor influenced the human mental
processes. Some authors have argued that Engels' theory of labor was
' simply another attempt to argue man's superiority to the animal world and
— by reintroducing the original gap — was nothing other than a regression to
pre-Darwinian times. This is the opinion of, for instance, Walker (1983, pp.
54-5), who has claimed that Engels* theory gave rise to "a split of almost
Cartesian proportions between the mental qualities of ape and those of
man," and who has argued, that "accepting Marxist economic determinism
tends to result in a theological kind of division between animal and human
consciousness." Whether this is a fair assessment will become clear only
after discussing the whole cultural-historical framework, but it should be
stressed here that a return to a Cartesian notion of animals and man was not
the intention of either Engels or Vygotsky, for both fully accepted the idea
of Darwinian animal—man continuity, interpreting this continuity,
however, in a dialectical way. One might perhaps summarize Vygotsky's
view on the relation of animal to human behavior by paraphrasing Darwin:
for Vygotsky the difference in mind between man and the higher animals
CULTURAL-HISTORICAL THEORY 199
was both a matter of degree and of kind. To the naive logician this may
seem an odd point of view but, as we will see, for Vygotsky's view of the
psychology of animals versus that of man, dialectica! logics pretended to
provide a solution.
Meanwhile, the marriage of evolutionary theory to Marxist thought did
require some dialectic counseling. The first thing that might be asked is
whether the characterization of man as a tool-using animal was a fortunate
one. Had not Darwin (e.g. 1871/1981, pp. 51-3) already pointed out that
the manufacture and use of tools was not at all rare among animals? How
then, should we characterize the essential difference between animals and
men? And what new light was shed on this issue by the very recent
investigations by Yerkes (1916), Köhler (1921), Guillaume and Meyerson
(1930; 1931), and others? These were questions that Vygotsky and other
Marxist psychologists could not avoid and these questions were not at all
easy to answer, taking into consideration the fact that the writings of Marx
and Engels had to be accepted as articles of faith. They were also questions
that were of genuine interest to any psychologist and it is quite easy to see
why Vygotsky devoted so much time and energy to their discussion.
A second problem that was left unsolved by Engels was that of the exact
nature of the .historical period. Can we reconstruct the history of Homo
sapiens from primitive cultures to present man? Was it allowed to use cross-
cultural evidence in this respect, assuming that current non-Western people
were somehow identical or similar to historical primitive man ? These were
questions that fascinated Vygotsky and his contemporaries - many of
whom saw a straight, undeviating development from ape to savage - and
that could not be avoided in the grand theory that Vygotsky envisioned. In
order to answer them he turned to the available ethnographic evidence
provided by Durkheim, Lévy-Bruhl, and Thurnwald.
Finally, one might ask whether biological evolution and human history
should be seen as two distinct periods in phylogenesis, or whether they
overlap in time. This last question we will try to answer immediately,
leaving the answer to the first questions to the following paragraphs of this
chapter. To say that biological evolution and human history did not overlap
would be equivalent to formulating a so-called "critical-point" theory, that
is, a theory that claims that the development of the capacity for acquiring
culture was a sudden occurrence in the phylogeny of primates. Accepting
this (now discredited view (Geertz, 1973, pp. 62—9)) involves in essence
seeing biological development as the precursor of cultural development. It
does not seem that Engels' and Vygotsky's theories implied such a point of
„ view. Engels, in his rather cryptic account, seems to avoid a critical-point
'" ' ; theory by claiming there is a complex interaction between the development
of hand, sense organs, and brain, and by stating that "the hand was not only
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the tool of labor, but also its product" (Engels, 1925, p. 445). If read in a
sympathetic way this view implies that human culture and biology - at least
for some indefinite period of overlap — developed in a complex process of
interaction. It is quite probable that Vygotsky was of the same opinion,
although he sometimes formulated views that were very similar to a critical-
point view. Thus, sometimes he wrote that "apparently the biological
evolution was finished long before the historical development of man
.,-,<-'-ƒ ' started" (Vygotsky, 1930q/1960, p. 447), but at other times he explained
that
Man's development, as a biological type, apparently, was already mainly
finished at the moment that human history started. This, of course, does not
mean that human biology came to a stand-still from the moment that
historical development of human society started.... But this biological change
of nature had become a unity dependent on and subordinated to the historical
development of the human society. (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, p. 54, p. 70)
In general, Vygotsky's writings reflect the conviction that biological
changes play a very minor role in the relatively short period that followed
the onset of human culture. As we will see in discussing Vygotsky's use of
ethnographic literature, this view he saw confirmed by the findings of
Thurnwald (1922). Of course, part of the problem of the critical-point
theory is that it derives from an inappropriate choice of time scale (Geertz,
1973, p. 65). Another problem might be whether it makes any sense to use
"biology" and "culture" as opposite or exclusive terms.
We may conclude that Wertsch (1985, p. 29) was not fully accurate in
attributing a critical-point theory to Vygotsky. In so far as he suggested this
point of view, it was as a result of his conviction that the "tortoise" of
biological evolution was eclipsed by the "hare" of cultural revolution
(Barash, 1986).
Animal and Man: Two Points of View
Combining the theories of Darwin and Engels provided a general frame-
work for thinking about the origin of the human being, but this framework
could not possibly give the answers to all the questions posed by new
• investigations. One of the key problems was that of the relation of animal
intelligence to human intelligence. Could Darwin and Engels enlighten the
recent findings in this field? And again: could these perspectives be com-
bined without friction? To answer these and related questions Vygotsky
, thoroughly investigated the available findings of animalpsvchplogy and
' analyzed the main points of view.
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A classical view of the difference between animals and human beings had
been formulated by Descartes. Vygotsky criticized the Cartesian idea that
animals were no more than living machines and the resulting animal-man
dichotomy on many grounds. First, Darwin's findings and his explanation
of them seemed to belie any dichotomy. Secondly, accepting with Descartes
a crude, mechanistic Form of materialism as the appropriate way of describ-
ing animal behavior, one is almost forced to introduce idealistic factors for
the explanation of human beings. For unless one accepts La Mettrie's (1748/
1981) idea that all living beings are automata, Descartes' view leads to the
introduction of spiritual, nonmaterial - and thus idealistic - factors to
explain specifically human behavior. The introduction of the notion of the
soul is, therefore, the logical counterpart of the mechanistic materialism
applied to animals, Vygotsky reasoned. To him Descartes' unfortunate
animal-human being dichotomy was the almost inevitable result of his
nongenetic, nonevolutionary approach. "The denial of a psyche to ani-
mals," Vygotsky stated, "prohibits any possibility ofa genetic explanation,
that is, an explanation from the evolutionary point of view on the develop-
ment of the human psyche" (1930q/1960, p. 404). Thirdly, Descartes' view
contradicted various other empirical findings. Vygotsky claimed - without
further arguments - that ( 1 ) it was well known that "irritability" formed the
start of all psyche, and (2) that the psyche was a function of the brain
(1930q/1960, p. 405). The latter point of view was most probably based on
Edinger (1911), who had shown that the development of new brain struc-
tures was closely tied to the development of new mental processes. To
Vygotsky this finding seemed incompatible with the Cartesian notion of an
independent psyche or soul.
Having discussed this inadequate view on the relation between animal
and human intelligence, Vygotsky, interestingly enough, claimed that Amer-
ican behaviorism in a sense inherited the Cartesial legacy. The most impor-
tant example of behaviorist animal psychological research constituted
Thorndike's experiments with cats and his explanation of their behavior in
terms of trial and error. Vygotsky agreed with the very critical discussions of
these experiments in the German psychological literature (e.g. Koffka,
1925, pp. 116—32) — discussions that anticipated much of the current
criticism (e.g. Walker, 1983, pp. 61-5) - and stated that Thorndike grossly
underestimated the capabilities of animals. Following Lloyd Morgan's
canon, that said that "in no case may we interpret an action as the outcome
of the exercise of a higher psychical faculty, if it can be interpreted as the
exercise of one which stands lower on the psychological scale," behaviorists
effectively excluded the possibility of a truly genetic explanation (see
Walker, 1983, pp. 56-8, for a recent criticism of this canon).
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i The natural opponent of any dichotomous view was Darwin's theory ofevolution. This was the second view of the animal versus human intelligence
issue that Vygotsky discussed. Interestingly enough - and in line with the
remarks made above about the difficult marriage between Darwin's and
Engels' theories - he sided with Darwin against the Cartesian view but did
not fully accept the former's ideas. It was Darwin's anthropomorphic
discussions of animal behavior that Vygotsky found difficult to swallow. In
several places Darwin (1871/1981, pp. 62-9; cf. Graham, 1987; Walker,
1983} had ascribed mental capacities to animals - such as a sense of humor
and a belief in supernatural agencies — which seemed difficult to defend on
the basis of the available evidence. Vygotsky argued that Darwin and his
contemporary Romanes were inclined to exaggerate the capacities of ani-
mals by making use of - often amusing - anecdotal evidence (see Walker,
1983, pp. 46-51 for a confirmation of this critique). For Vygotsky this
uncritical acceptance of anecdotal evidence was simply inconsistent: by
ascribing to animals higher mental faculties that they did not possess
Darwin undermined the idea of the evolution of intelligence. Thus, we see a
theme repeated: whereas Darwin's theory had accomplished the formidable
feat of closing the Cartesian gap between animal and human behavior, in
accepting the credibility of anecdotal evidence about animal intelligence
Darwin underestimated human beings' qualitative uniqueness.
Vygotsky concluded that there were two opposing views in animal
~ psychology: (I) the view that animals are totally different from human
beings, a view defended by Descartes and behaviorism; and (2) the view that
animals are not basically different from humans. Vygotsky believed Darwin
(somewhat unjustly, see Walker, 1983, pp. 39-51) and Romanes belonged
to the latter camp. Neither of these views was acceptable to Vygotsky, who
envisioned an evolutionary account which would not lose sight of the
qualitative differences between animals and human beings that anse in the
course of this evolution. This view became particularly clear in his discus-
sion of the most recent findings unearthed by Köhler and Yerkes.
Animal and Man; Assessing the New Evidence
That Vygotsky attached great value to Köhler's (1921) experiments with
chimpanzees is evident in the fact that he extensively discussed the German
psychologist's investigations and their best interpretation (e.g. Vygotsky,
1929h; 1930s; Vygotsky and Luria, I930a), and actively encouraged the
translation of Köhler's book into Russian (Köhler, 1930; translated by
Vygotsky's collaborators at the Institute of Experimental Psychology, L. V.
Zankov and I. M. Solov'ev). The most detailed discussion of Köhler's work
can be found in the first chapter of Studies of the History of Behavior. Ape.
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Primitive. Child. In fact, it can be said that this chapter is no more than a
long commentary on Köhler's experiments - a commentary that was
strongly influenced by Bühler (1918) and Koffka (1925) - and an attempt to
interpret them in cultural-historical terms.
In general it can be said that Vygotsky completely agreed with Köhler's
(1921) and Koffka's (1925) interpretation of the former's findings. Discus-
sing the chimpanzees' solution to detour problems, and their manufacture and
use of tools, he agreed with these authors that the Ges^t^rjitructure of the
visual field, was of fundamental importance. Instruments were only taken
into account by Sultan2 and his colleagues when they were in the vicinity of
the desired goal and boxes could not be seen as a ladder as long as another
chimpanzee was using it as a chair. Such abuse of the boxes apparently
changed the whole Gestalt of the boxes, thereby making their use as a tool
impossible. It is quite clear that Vygotsky was greatly impressed by Köhler's
experimental demonstrations of the laws of Gestalt. Jde enthusiastically
related the experiments with chickens (Köhler, 1921, p. 10) showing that
these animals can learn to choose the lighter one of any of two shades of
x--;.gray. In his view this was "a magnificent experimental proof' of the role of
, Gestalts in animal behavior (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, pp. 27-8).
Vygotsky also accepted Köhler's conclusion that the chimpanzees dis-
played genuine insight. As is well known Köhler (1921, pp. 133-62) took
great pains to counter the idea that the behavior of Sultan cum suis resulted
from the slow formation of associations, pointing to, among other things,
the chimpanzees' sudden solution of a problem after many fruitless
attempts. Vygotsky agreed with this analysis and tended to agree with
Bühler (1918, p. 280) that the chimpanzees are confronted with novel
situations and experience a sort of "Aha Erlebnis."
Finally, Vygotsky accepted the evidence (Köhler, 1921, p. 26) that the
solutions found by the chimpanzees are not dependent on the particular
concrete situation and thus can be generalized to other situations. Different
objects acquire the functional value (Funktionswert) of a tool (Vygotsky
and Luria, 1930a, p. 43).
Chimpanzees, then, seemed to demonstrate surprisingly intelligent
: behavior and no qualitative differences between animal and man whatsoever
; had been proved. However, Köhler and Bühler had already pointed out
' various limitations to the performances of the chimpanzees. Thus, Köhler
( 1921, p . 192) in the concluding paragraphs of his book had argued that the
chimpanzees "lack the priceless technical tool" of speech and are very limited
in their "most important material of intelligence, the so-called represent-
ations." These factors confined the chimpanzees to the immediate situation
2Sulun was the name of one of Köhler's chimpanzee-subjects.
204 THE CULTURAL-HISTORICAL THEORY
and prevented "even the slightest beginning of cultural development."
Chimpanzees do not make tools for tomorrow, for they lack language and
have a limited imaginary power for time, Köhler concluded.
This reasoning gave Vygotsky a first empirical clue as to the qualitative
distinction between chimpanzees and human beings: the chimpanzees mis-
, sed the "priceless technical tool" of speech. It will be seen that Vygotsky
considered the role of speech in intelligent behavior to be of the utmost
importance. Kohler's findings also demonstrated that, phylogenetically
speaking, speech and intellect were initially independent phenomena, an
issue that Vygotsky considered to be of fundamental importance and which
he often discussed (e.g. 1929e; 1929f).
But what about the chimpanzees' skillful use of tools? Did it not contra-
dict Marxist thinking? Here again Vygotsky could employ one of Kohler's
observations. Köhler had noted that tools do not play a significant role in
the life of the chimpanzees or other animals for they can easily do without
artifacts, and in fact, as Köhler observed, as soon as chimpanzees get into a
•serious conflict they throw away their sticks and decide the fight without
any auxiliary means. Thus, animals do show the beginning of tool manufac-
ture and use, but tools do not play an important role in their adaptation to
the environment. What Vygotskyy attempted to bring home here is, that
' there is a qualitative difference between animal and human tool-use,. Quot-
, ing Plekhanov he observed that "what exists in embryonic form in one
species, can become the defining characteristic of another species"
(Vygotsky, 1930q/1960, p. 422).
Elsewhere (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, p. 49) he claimed that animals
display tool-use, but not labor. We are thus given the following account:
animals manufacture and use tools but this topUuse. .never-dexelap&4nto
labor. As animals do not develop labor they cannot possibly develop speech
and, in general, culture. The situation is totally different for human beings,
who are fully dependent in their daily life on the use of various tools. In an
? example typical for that time Vygotsky claimed that "The whole existence
Î of the Australian savage depends on his boomerang, like the whole existenceof contemporary England depends on its machines" (Vygotsky, 1930s, p.
viii).
Human beings' history was for Vygotsky the history of artifacts, of
artificial organs. These artifacts allowed humans to master nature as the
technical tool of speech allowed them to master their own mental processes.
To some readers this may seem a poor solution to the problem of the
relation of animal to human intelligence. The solution rests on the idea that
at some point tool-use is transformed into labor according to the dialectical
law that says that many quantitative changes may result in a qualitative leap
(see Engels, 1925). Thus again Vygotsky (1930q/1960, p. 420) - who stated
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that "Köhler's investigations lead for the first time to the factual foundation
of Darwinism in psychology in its most critical, important, and difficult
point" — opted for the dialectical solution that the difference between
animals and human beings is-both a matter ofjegree and of kind.
Vygotsky hardly discussed Yerkes' (Ï9Ï6) and Yerkes' and Yerkes'
(1928) experiments with monkeys and apes but in connection with this
research he made a remark that is of some interest for the issues discussed in
this chapter. Vygotsky volunteered to replicate Yerkes' and Learned's
( 1925) attempt to teach apes language, if the Sukhumi primate center would
allow him, but suggested the use of a different method: "Maybe we can
teach the chimpanzee to use his fingers, like deaf-blinds do, that is, teach
them sign language" (Vygotsky, 1930q/1960, p. 426). This approach
adopted by Vygotsky from his defectological work anticipated the idea of
the Gardners' experiment with Washoe by some 40 years.
The History of Man: Using the Ethnographic Findings
The claim that Australian aborigines are very similar to European children,
or that schizophrenics regress towards an ape-like state, would not be taken
very seriously by the experts in the 1990s, but at the turn of the century
these ideas were as common as, say, the idea that men were superior to
women. Most investigators freely compared the findings of anthropology
with those of pathology and investigated the parallels between human
phylogeny and ontogeny. Reading the literature of that time one frequently
finds the implicit or explicit idea that the developments in these different
fields can be summarized under the heading of "progress," a concept that
allowed one to understand the findings more or less as one single continuous
series of development. Thus, lower animals progressed via apes into prehis-
toric primitive men. Prehistoric man, in his turn, was surprisingly similar or
indeed identical to contemporary non-Western people, whose cultural and
mental development had become entrenched at one of the stages Western
man had long left behind. Western children somehow repeated this
historical-cultural development, Whidrmade them initially very similar to
non-Western adults. Likewise, adult Western people might regress into
child-like or non-Western-like states in cases of severe pathology. This
notion of continuous progress and accidental regression was often com-
pounded with ideas about the biological superiority of the white race over
the other races and with the idea that the culture of Western educated
people was far superior to that of the Western common man. It is against
this background of now unacceptable ideas - although many of them are, of
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icourse, very much alive in Western cultural discourse - that one should
judge Vygotsky's cultural-historical theory and, in particular, his remarks
jabout the latest ethnographic findings.
Durkheim
Vygotsky's understanding of other cultures and of the relation of culture to
mental processes was based on his reading of Durkheim, Levy-Bruhl, and,
most importantly, Thurnwald. Although he sometimes referred to Durk-
heim quite critically (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 59), one can see why the ideas of
the French sociological school would appeal to him. In the first place,
Durkheim — like his contemporary Janet — took an explicitly genetic point of .
view. As mentioned earlier, Durkheim (1985, p. 5) defended the idea that
änyreal explanation of complex social phenomena restedfon the reconstruc-
tion of its development. Secondly, Durkhe im resisted the idea that a
blueprint fee complex mental functioning can be arrived at by a study of the
individual. In his view each society shared a set of collective représentations
that imposed themselves (much like Kantian categories) on the individual.
These collective representations were the carriers of the accumulated experi-
ence of generations of people and could be compared to tools. For Durk-
heim they were "clever_iastruments of thought, that the human groups
have . . . forged in tne course of centuries and where they have accumulated
their intellectual capital" (Durkheim, 1985, pp. 23-7). In his opinion the
collective representations were similar to tools, because these too repre-
sented accumulated - in this case material - capital (1985, p. 27). Durkheim
concluded that "To know from what the conceptions are made that we have
not made ourselves, it would not suffice to question our conscience: it is
outside ourselves that we have to look, it is history we have to observe"
(1985, pp. 27-8).
It is not at all difficult to seejiow thi^cjonception influenced Vygotsky.
Replacing "collective representations'^with "higher mental ^ processes" one
gets ideas - as will become clear in the remainder of this chapter - that have
bejnjaiicsd-hxJÜCgotsky on many occasions. This is not to say, of course,
» that cultural-historical theory is equivalent to Durkheim's approach. For
Vygotsky and his followers Durkheim did not provide an adequate explana-
tion of the origin of the collective representations, nor did he give an
adequate psychological account of the way individual people acquired
them. However, it can be seen that Vygotsky - directly or indirectly through
Levy-Bruhl — adopted much of Durkheim's global approach, a fact that
would be exploited by his later critics (see chapter 16).
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Lévy-Bruhl
Part of the influence that Lévy-Bruhl exerted on Vygotsky should be
attributed indirectly to Durkheim. Lévy-Bruhl (1910/1922, pp.. 1-4) shared
Durkheim's conception of the collective representations and claimed that
the higher mental functions were unintelligible as long as one studied the
individual, an idea he traced to Comte. Lévy-Bruhl, however, also provided
Vygotsky with many detailed descriptions of primitive thought, descriptions
that Vygotsky used in his characterizations of primitive cultures and in his
many comparisons of children with primitives.
Lévy-Bruhl's influence is clearest in Studies of the History of Behavior.
Ape. Primitive. Child (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a). In the second chapter
of this book Vygotsky related many of Lévy-Bruhl's findings and closely
followed the latter's organization of the material. In fact, the titles and
content of Vygotsky's paragraphs four, five and six are clearly borrowed
from the third, fourth, and fifth chapters of Lévy-Bruhl's Les Fonctions
Mentales dans les Sociétés Inférieures (1910/1922) (translated into English
as How Natives Think, Lévy-Bruhl, 1966). In the second paragraph
Vygotsky related Lévy-Bruhl's dispute with the English School in anthropol-
ogy. Lévy-Bruhl had criticized Tylor and Frazer for their assumption that
the workings of the human mind are identical in every culture (1910/1922,
pp. 6-20). He would at least leave open the possibility that the bewildering
cultural variety of collective representations corresponded with different
mental functions. Vygotsky completely agreed with this reasoning: accept-
ing the English point of view would imply that the human mind had not
developed at all during human history. The; sole differences between cul-
tures would be in the content of experience but the mechanisms of mind
would be identical in every epoch and culture (Vygotsky and Luria, 1939a,
p. 60). Vygotsky acknowledged that Lévy-Bruhl was the first to claim that
the mechanisms of primitive thinking did not coincide with those of
"cultural man." Despite certain inaccuracies Lévy-Bruhl had to be credited
for the fact, that
u
he was the first to pose the problem of the historical development of thinking.
He showed that in itself the type of thinking is not a constant unity but one CJ-:
that changes and develops historically. The investigators who have followed
the road indicated by him have tried to formulate more precisely on what the .
difference between the historical types of thinking of cultural and primitive
man depends, in what the peculiarity of the historical development of human
psychology resides. (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, p. 64)
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We can see, then, that a fundamental idea of cultural-historical theory,
namely the idea that people in different cultures and epochs have different
. higher mental processes, was present in the work of Lévy-Bruhl. It was thfs
idea that Luria would try to corroborate in his expeditions to Uzbekistan
(see chapter 10). The fact that Vygotsky used Levy-Bruhl's ideas does not
imply that he accepted the whole of his theory. Referring to various critics
he suggested that Levy-Bruhl's characterization of primitive collective repre-
sentations as prelogical was unfortunate: seen from their subjective point of
view they were completely logical. Vygotsky added as an additional critical
point that the primitive's actions in daily life had to be logical in the
objective sense of the word: otherwise they simply would not survive. This
criticism - repeated by Luria (1976, p. 8) - was not very convincing,
however, for Lévy-Bruhl (1922/1976, p. 141) himself acknowledged this
point and made an explicit distinction between the practical thinking in
daily life and the mystical thinking about kinship, history, etc.
Durkheim's and Levy-Bruhl's fundamental idea that the differences in
mentality between people living in different cultures was not attributable to
their individual capacities had another side to it. It implied, that people
living in primitive or "inferior" cultures were not necessarily intellectually
inferior to Western people. Lévy-Bruhl, in particular, repeatedly emphasized
that the primitives did not suffer from an intellectual indolence (torpeur
intellectuelle), or a feebleness of spirit (faiblesse d'esprit) (Lévy-Bruhl, 1922/
1976, p. 67). If they might sometimes seem stupid, this was an "apparent
stupidity," rooted in the fact that our questions simply did not make sense
to them (Lévy-Bruhl, 1922/1976, p. 39). Since the collective representations
constituted the world of primitives, they were, one could say, living in
another world, a world that in a number of ways did not coincide with ours.
As a consequence, many of the questions Western man posed to himself
simply did not apply to them (Lévy-Bruhl, 1922/1976, p. 67). The implica-
tion of this view was that one should not confront people from other
cultures with tasks taken from one's own culture and then draw conclusions
from their possibly poor performance. For this would be judging them by
our Western standards and seeing their thinking as a rudimentary form of
our own, an approach that Lévy-Bruhl explicitly condemned. One can see,
then, that Levy-Bruhl's approach - despite certain deficiencies (Bunzel,
1966; Thomas, 1976) - led to conclusions that were very valuable to
Vygotsky. Indeed, to say that people from different cultures have different
higher mentâTcapacîtîes"but do not differ essentially in regard to their„basic,
capacities, is only one step from Vygotsky's statement that their higher
mental processes differ, but the lower processes are identical. It was, by the
way, a point of view that contradicted many of Levy-Bruhl's contempor-
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aries' who were often inclined to attribute mental differences to innate
capacities.
It may be concluded that Lévy-Bruhl provided^ Vygotsky with a useful
way of thinking about the relation of culture to mental processes. In
addition he provided Vygotsky with many observations about the way
primitive people thought and these ethnographic observations were used by i
Vygotsky to reconstruct the historical development of human thinking and j
to draw comparisons with human ontogeny.
Vygotsky accepted, for instance, the findings presented by Lévy-Bruhl
{1922/1976, 'pp. 124-30), that supposedly showed that the thinking of
primitive people hardly proceeded via concepts, but had a very concrete
character. Primitive thought did not lead to the formation of concepts and
sciemmcTuipwtedge (Lévy-Bruhl, 1922/1976, p. 203), which was reflected
in their language, a language that was less developed thätTöur own and
WKîctf KacTVery few generic terms. However, it had a wealth of concrete
names for all sorts of objects (Levy-BnimT 1910/1922, pp. 117-24; 151-
203). When primitive people did use generic terms they mostly were of the
inadequate family-concept type (described by Wittgenstein), that is, various
instances of the concept overlapped, but there was not one feature they all
shared (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, p. 98). Vygotsky speculated that this
feature of primitive thinking might explain the phenomenon of participa-
tion described by Lévy-Bruhl. In many cases where we would use abstract
concepts or reason, primitive people relied on their prodigious memory
(Lévy-Bruhl, 1910/1922, pp. 117-24; 1922/1976, pp. 35-7), a phenome-
non which reminded Vygotsky of Western children's behavior. In sum,
Lévy-Bruhl and Vygotsky agreed that primitive thinking was very concrete /
and, therefore, reflected only the immediate situation. It was also more
fused with emotions and visual impressions. Vygotsky would probably not
have objectecTfiad a contemporary said that these features of primitive
thinking gave it an intermediate position between the ape's full dependence
on the visual field and adult abstract Western thinking. He did compare -
following Jaensch (1923; 1925) — the memory of primitive people to that of
a Western child.
Nevertheless, Lévy-Bruhl's findings also pointed out that primitive people tf
in backwartTcultures (Vygotsky, 193In/1983, pp. 67-8) had recourse to
artificially created stimuli in order to control their own behavior. As
examples Vygotsky related on several occasions that of the Magololo chief
who would solve an issue by dreaming about it (Lévy-Bruhl, 1922/1976, p.
172); the throwing of bones as a decision procedure (1922/1976, pp. 192—
5); and the use of body parts in counting (Lévy-Bruhl, 1910/1922, pp. 204-
57). All of these examples of various cognitive methods in contemporary
J
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t non- Western cultures he accepted as indications that historically Western
' thought had gone through stages in which these methods had been preva-
{ lent. Visiting the Australian aborigines the Western ethnographer - most
"likely a missionary — was visiting the past of his own culture. This conclu-
sion again confronts us with the question whether Vygotsky adopted a
simple evolutionary scheme after all and whether his cultural-historical
theory was free of ethnocentrist ideas. To settle this question we will turn to
his other major source ^jfjnformation about the mental functioning of
primitive man:^ Thurnwald* "Psychologie des primitiven Menschen"
("Psychology of Primitive Man") (1922). Thurnwald's book was published
as one of three volumes in a series edited by Kafka. The first volume was
written by Kafka himself and dealt with animal psychology. The second
volume was Thurnwald's and dealt with primitive man. The third volume
was written by Giese and gave an overview of child psychology. Thus, the
three volumes covered the three main developmental concerns also dis-
tinguished by Vygotsky.
Thumwald |M~ -v«*-
•—£> Thurnwald's basic claim was that the modern mind is superior to that of the
prehistoric mind. This superiority could not be explained by differences in
biological makeup but rather had cultural origins. The mental superiority of
!ti«U~. present-day people was due to the invention and accumulation of cultural
means and processes. Unfortunately, very little reliable knowledge was
available about the culture and mind of prehistoric man and so to illustrate
, his point of view, Thurnwald proposed therefore to look at various non-
toJt««'.'-' „„ v .
f. Western cultures.
Such an approach raised various questions, as Thurnwald realized only
too well. May one resort to the study of present-day people if one's goal is to
study prehistoric man? Does the study of the culture - or cultural remnants
- of people allow one to draw conclusions about the way these people think
(thought)? Is the culture of Western man superior to that of non-Western
"natural," or "primitive" man? These were some of the questions that,
ideally, had to be answered.
Thurnwald was not very clear about these issues but he made four claims
that shed some light on them, at least implicitly. These were the claims, that
C>*sjn*tï (j) prehistoric man was the precursor of all present-day human beings; (2)
the culture and mind of prehistoric man were similar to that of present-day
"natural" man; (3) there was no difference in biological makeup between
Western and non-Western, or "natural" man; and (4) the culture and mind
of Western man were superior to that of non-Western man. The first claim
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hardly needs any comments and will not be discussed here. With respect to
the second claim Thurnwald defended a cautious point of view, stating that
similarities in one cultural feature (e.g. technology) cannot simply lead us to
conclusions about similarities in mental makeup but if one found many of
these similarities when studying a wide variety of cultural customs and
products, then such conclusions seemed justified to him (1922, p. 150).
Among the topics discussed by Thurnwald were, among other things, the
different types of communities in which people lived; the role of women in
these communities; the various sorts of technologies in use; different types
of economy; law; moral thinking; music; art; writing and language; count-
ing systems; mythical thinking; and religion. His assumption — an assump-
tion that Vygotsky would turn into one of the cornerstones of his theory —
was that culture, as a means of control and knowledge of the surroundings,
does not merely imply technological perfection but also the cognitive
i abilities that coincide with it (1922, p. 154). Of course, Thurnwald touched
here on a problem that is still very much alive in present-day cross-cultural
psychology (e.g., Cole and Scribner, 1974; Berry and Dasen, 1974; Scribner
and Cole, 1981). All in all, Thurnwald did think that it was justified - after
careful consideration of many cultural phenomena - to draw conclusions
aboutjjrehistoric culture and thinking on the basis of the study of present-
day natural people. Thurnwald's third claim was relevant to Vygotsky's
conception of the lower psychological processes. The question was whether
the different cultures of primitive people might not be explained by their
different biological makeup. Several findings, such as the early onset of
puberty among natives, seemed to indicate that these people indeed
belonged to a different biological type. Contrary to many of his contempor-
aries, however, Thurnwald felt that the evidence here was not conclusive.
He did not exclude the possibility that such phenomena were caused by
different cultural customs (e.g. food habits) and concluded that the exist-
ence of different biological types among present-day people had not been
proven. With respect to the fourth claim Thurnwald admitted, that of
course there was an enormous variety of present-day "primitive" or "natu-
ral" people. Moreover, these people were in no way primitive in the sense of
not having any culture at all: they did have their own, all be it poor, culture.
In this respect they were much closer to European man than to apes (1922,
p. 152). Nevertheless, Thurnwald argued, on the basis of our and their
technological-intellectual performance we tend to think that we are cultu-
rally "more developed" than they are. We are inclined to call certain
cultures "inferior," others "superior," and to discern certain "progressive" ƒ
developments. The assumption obviously is that our mind historically ,
depends on theirs and that our culture developed from theirs. This would ƒ
imply that the culture of non Western people had come to a standstill in the
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past millennia. Studying non-Western people we would indeed study our
own past.
Thurnwald mentioned the idea that different cultures might be actually
incomparable on a linear scale. Rather surprisingly, he tended to agree with
this point of view. Theoretically speaking, Thurnwald stated ( 1922, p. 157),
one can only say that human culture branched into different developmental
directions but the "accumulation" of knowledge and abilities is experienced
subjectively by Western people — from their egocentric point of view — as
iprogress. In practice, Thurnwald himself felt more inclined to the subjective
(point of view and throughout his book he freely used terms like "poor" and"paltry" to characterize the cultures of non-Western people.
^3>> In sum, it is probably fair to say that Thurnwald was a moderate
ethnocentrist. He clearly thought that Western cultures were superior to all
other cultures, and that these latter cultures represented a stage of mental
development Western people had long left behind. On the other hand, he
admitted that from some - practically unattainable - objective point of view
these different levels of culture might be viewed as equivalent cultural
variants. Of course, Thurnwald was by no means the only one to think this
. way. Gould ( 1981 ), in a fascinating study, has shown howmanyof the great
men of psychology's history were prone to ethnocentrist and even racist
reasoning. Moreover, positions similar to that of Thurnwald are being
defended even today. Barash (1986, p. 36), for example, recently stated that
"An aborigine brought from central Australia to Western Europe can leap
hundreds if not thousands of generations of cultural evolution within a few
years."
^ It is quite interesting to see which elements from Thurnwald's thinking
'Vygotsky accepted and which he simply ignored. The first thing to be
noticed is that the ethnocentrist position defended by Thurnwald was fully
shared by Vygotsky. He agreed with the idea that one can discern different
levels of culture and viewed the study of people living in the "uncivilized
world" as a legitimate means of obtaining data about the primitive mind of
prehistoric man (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, p. 58). Vygotsky also accepted
Thurnwald's point of view that the cultural inferiority of these people was
not necessarily caused by biological factors: their anatomy and physiology
were not greatly different from ours. In fact, whereas Thurnwald had
written that the evidence was not conclusive, Vygotsky interpreted him as
claiming that no biological differences whatsoever did exist. This fact is of
some importance as it was the only evidence Vygotsky ever gave for his claim
that the lower psychological processes - presumably closely tied to the
biologicarmakeup - were identical for all human beings in different cultures
and epochs.
Quite different from Thurnwald's, however, was Vygotsky's selection of
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cultural phenomena in discussing the differences between various cultures.
He narrowed down Thurnwald's concept of culture significantly by concen-
Mating on the phenomena of language, counting systems, and writing,
ignoring his other subjects, such as the different systems of law, moral
thinking, art, religion, etc. There may have been three, interconnected,
reasons for this particular selection of relevant cultural phenomena. In the
first place, one can make a distinction between social - "soft" - and
technological - "hard" - cultural evolution (Barash, iy8<5TpT41). Social
evolution includes the changes in forms of law and government, economics,
family, music, art, and religion. Technology is the discovery and implemen-
tation of methods by which human beings can act on their environment. It
uncovers the laws of nature and seeks to manipulate them. Keeping this
distinction in mind one immediately sees that Vygotsky ignored all cultural
phenomena belonging to social evolution. The reason for this selection
seems clear: there is very little evidence for progress in this domain of
culture (Barash, 1986, p. 42). Baghwan is not clearly a wiser man than
Christ was and Homer's creations are not obviously inferior to those of
Kundera, Nabokov, or Frisch. The case seems different for the topics
Vygotsky selected: writing systems, counting systems, and language. At
least to Vygotsky and his contemporaries it seemed obvious that, for
examplercotnrrrng by using body parts was more limited than counting with
the use of written numbers. Also, evidence gathered by Lévy-Bruhl and
other anthropologists seemed to indicate that the natives' languages were
definitely inferior as regards the formation and use of abstract concepts.
Thus, Vygotsky selected those aspects of culture that were milestones in
human history and with regard to which the notion of cultural progress was
intuitively more plausible. Secondly, literacy and counting systems could be
thought of assign systems that served a double function. Counting systems
and written and spoken language did not only serve a definite function in
the outer world - say, the preservation of tradition in written texts - but
also served as instruments for the growing control of human behavior. They
were sign systems that transformed our mental functioning as tools trans-
formed the inanimate universe (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, p. 54). This
double function of sign systems and the comparison with tools will be
discussed below. Thirdly, the selection of cultural procedures that might be
thought of as tools was, naturally, much effected by Marx's and Engels'
account of the history of man. Tool-use and language were considered, as
we have seen, as defining characteristics of man (see Bloch, 1983, for an
intelligent criticism of Marx's and Engels' anthropological thinking).
Thus, Vygotsky selected technology-like aspects of culture for the com-
parison of cultures, for technology had radically changed the outlook of
Western cultures, while no progress was evident in other aspects of culture.
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The choice of these aspects conformed with Marxist anthropology and was
also consistent with Vygotsky's fascination with Bacon's writings. It is
Bacon who has been called the "master philosopher" of technology (von
Wright, 1988). It was Bacon, whose words were used several times by
Vygotsky (1928p, p. 76; 1929s, p. 418; Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, p. 7) to
illustrate his view: "Neither the naked hand nor the understanding left to
itself can effect much. It is by instruments and aids that the work is
done..." (Bacon, 1620/1960, p. 39).
This particular selection of cultural phenomena made Vygotsky particu-
larly vulnerable to the tendency — already present in Thurnwald's thinking —
to compare different cultures on a linear scale. And in fact, this is what he
did in various publications, an approach that would bring him much
criticism (see chapter 16). In Vygotsky (1929i), for example, he claimed that
the level of societal and cultural development of the national minorities —
having in mind, for example, the Islamic culture in Uzbekistan - was "low."
Within the next five years - it was the time of the First Five-Year Plan -
these cultures had to "take a grandiose leap on the ladder of their cultural
development, jumping over a whole series of historical levels." Vygotsky
characterized the national minorities as "backwards" and judged a "forced
cultural development" to be essential in order to reach "a unified socialist
culture" {Vygotsky, 1929i, p. 367).
t However, emphasizing culture as such as the underlying cause of mental
f differences between people belonging to different cultures had its positive
i aspects. On the basis of the writings of Lévy-Bruhl and Thurnwald,
Vygotsky rejected the idea — defended by such contemporaries as Burt,
Terman, and Yerkes - that different mental performances could be fully
explained by biological factors. He clearly saw that mental tests can never
be culture-fair and criticized their use in judging the mental abilities of
non-Western people, emphasizing that the mental functioning of people
should always be judged against the background of their culture and
personal circumstances (e.g. Vygotsky, 1929i, p. 369).
Summarizing, it can be said that Vygotsky was in full agreement with
many of his contemporaries in characterizing different cultures as either
"superior" or "inferior." The ethnocentrist position he defended and his
discussion of relevant cultural findings were greatly influenced by Thurn-
wald (1922). Vygotsky avoided, unlike many of his colleagues, the mistake
of explaining cultural amTmental differences by referring to biological or
even racial differences, again inspired by Thurnwald. In this respect, his
cultural-historical theory constituted a definite step forward in our under-
standing of people from different cultural backgrounds. The now unaccept-
able statements about "inferior" cultures should be seen against the back-
ground of Vygotsky's sincere wish - a wish that had become a slogan in the
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Soviet society of the 1920s — to emancipate all citizens and liberate them j
from the yoke of the pre-revolutionary "feudal" system. j •
Thurnwald's study did not only provide Vygotsky with a way of thinking
about culture and its relation to thought: as with Lévy-Bruhl's writings it
also served as a source of knowledge about other cultures. Most impor-
tantly, Thurnwald discussed several findings that Vygotsky could use for his
theory that sign systems served a double function and that they were similar
in some senseTöTtóöTs.
, Of greatest interest were Thurnwald's discussions of primitive memory
aids, counting, and writing systems. With regard to counting systems he .
noticed (1922, p. 273-5) that primitive counting was very much tied to ,
concrete images and that numerals were frequently seen as names for a -e'
concrete set of objects: numerals were often represented by concrete objects
or animals - such as a crocodile because of the number of its teeth - and in
many cultures counting procedures made use of body parts. In general, then,
the counting systems were as little abstract and decontextualized as suppo-
sedly the primitive language (1922, p. 269) was. Thurnwald also observed
that primitive people would not complete tasks that were far removed from
their concrete everyday life experiences. For example, one subject whom
Thurnwald asked to count as far as he could using imaginary pigs as a unit,
refused to count over 60 as larger numbers of pigs were simply unrealistic
( 1922, p. 274). Thurnwald concluded that primitives were very much tied to 1
 (
their concrete reality and refused to do abstract tasks, a phenomenon that \ ,
Luria would observe again in Uzbekistan (see chapter 10), and that Petrova
would recognize in "child-primitives" (see chapter 4).
Different memory-aid systems were discussed by Thurnwaid (1922, pp.
243—65) in great détail and were considered by him as the origin of our,, ,
current writing systems. For Thurnwald memory aids originated as indi-
vidual means to overcome time, which afterwards became conventionalized „ ^
and began to serve as a means of communication within a community . . .
(1922, pp. 243-4). He discussed various systems, mentioning in passing
Vygotsky's favorite example of a knot tied in a handkerchief. Four of
Thurnwald's illustrations demonstrating various of the most primitive
coding systems - such as the Peruvian Quippu system of tying knots in a
string (a system of Inca origin nowadays spelled as "khipu;" cf. Alcina
Franch and Palop Martinez, 1988, pp. 116-19) - were reproduced by
Vygotsky (see figures 31, 32 (p. 244), 33 (p. 245), and 35 (p. 247) in
Thurnwald, 1922; and the figures 14, 15 (p. 81), 16 (p. 82), and 19 (p. 86)
in Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a). Thurnwald's discussion of various writing
systems and the development from pictographic to ideographic systems
were retold by Vygotsky and clearly influenced his and Luna's research.
Luria's (1929d/1978) study of the development of writing in the child, for
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example, was an attempt to show that children too go through a picto-
, graphic and ideographic phase in their symbolic activity.
It is interesting to see that Vygotsky — as a rule — was somewhat more
inclined to interpret Thurnwald's ethnographic findings in an evolutionary,
developmental way than Thurnwald was himself. An example" can best
ilfustrate Vygotsky's reasoning in this respect. Having discussed the "Afri-
can habit" of transmitting important messages by a messenger who repro-
duces the message word by word, Vygotsky compared this system to the
Peruvian khipu system and concluded: "One has only to compare the
memory of the African messenger who. . . makes exclusive use of his
natural eidetic memory with the memory of the Peruvian "officer of knots"
- whose task it was to tie and read the Quippu - in order to see in which
direction the development of human memory goes as culture develops"
(Vygotsky and Luna, 1930a, p. 85).
What Vygotsky is implying here is, that very primitive people remem-
bered things by retaining"the vivid, concrete experience of the event - the
mneme (Semon, 1920) - while culturally more advanced people developed
technical means to do the same. In doing so they developed a memoria
tecbnica (cf. Yates, 1984) which replaced natural, eidetic memory and
would eventually cause its decay. Of course, the suggestion was that a
similar development would be discernible in child development.
Another difference between Thurnwald's and Vygotsky's interpretation
of ethnographic findings emerges in their discussion of the origin of memory
aids. Whereas Thurnwald suggested that these methods originated as pri-
vate means to retain information that later became conventionalized and
started to serve the social function of communication, Vygotsky wrote that
initially signs were "not so much used for the self as for others, with social
goals ... [they] only later become signs also for the self" (Vygotsky and
Luria, 1930a, p. 86). This direction from outer to inner processes was
r strongly connected with Vygotsky's growing conviction that many cultural
\ procedures could be seen as analogous to tools.
Tool and Sign
Discussing the performances of Sultan and other chimpanzees, Köhler
(1921, p. 192) concluded that they lacked the "priceless technical tool" of
speech. Lacking speech and lasting representations they were only able to
solve problems when the required tool was introduced into the visual field,
thereby changing the whole Gestalt. Several years later Koffka (1925)
suggested, that perhaps we might see human- -speech as analogous to
chimpanzees' tool-use. The words used by children might be seen as in a
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way similar to the stick given to the chimpanzees: their introduction
changed the Gestalt and made solution of the task possible (Koffka, 1925,
p. 243). Of course, Koffka was only one in a long series of thinkers (e.g.
Dewey, 1910, pp. 314-18) who suggested that speech might be seen as an
instrument or tool of thinking, but his observation was particularly impor-
tant to Vygotsky, because it was made in a phylogenetic context and linked
several developmental fields that were of vital importance to Marxist
anthropology. In addition, the ethnographic findings related by Lévy-Bruhl
and Thurnwald — e.g. the throwing of bones as a decision procedure; the use
of body parts in counting procedures; and the use of various memory aids
and writing systems - suggested that, historically, human beings had '
developed various cultural instruments to "aïd'their mental performances. -
Combining these ideas with various suggestions made by Ribot, Bin«,
Claparède, Durkheim, and others, Vygotsky attempted to elaborate the idea
that cultural instruments — most importantly, speech — were in many ways
similar to tools. Naturally,* a convincing demonstration of the similarity
between tools and the uniquely human feature of speech would be yet
another marvelous proof of the validity of Marxist thought.
_-j Human behavior, Vygotsky (193ÛZ/1960) reasoned, consists of two types
•'of processes: (1) natural, lower acts that developed in the course of
;i »'Cj^eyolution and are shared with (higher) animals; and (2) artificial, instrumen-
tal acts that evolved in human history and are, therefore, specifically human.
Trie relation between natural and artificial acts Vygotsky (1928p, p. 63;
1929s, p. 420; 1930z/1960,p. 104; 1931n/1983, p. Il l) summarized in his
well-known triangle figure (see figure 9.1).
The figure depicts the relation between natural and artificial processes for
the case of memory. In natural memory the link between two stimuli A and
B is established through the direct process of conditional reflex formation: A
and B are coupled one or more times, after which the presentation of A will
lead to the expectation of B. This is presumably the way animals remember
information. In artificial, or instrumental, memory use is made of an
intermediate mnemotechnical aid X, for example, a knot in a handkerchief.
Thus, to remember that on a "specific day (A) one has to phone a specific
person (B) one might simply repeat many times for oneself: "On day A I
X
FIGURE 9.1 The relationship between natural and artificial memory
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have to ring B." This would establish a direct associational link between A
and B. However, one might also introduce a third element X into the
situation by making use of a knot in a handkerchief, or some other memory
aid_(XJ. The link between A and B is then established in a less direct, or
mediated way. For A (the fact that it is the specific day) will lead to X (the
tying of a knot), and X in its turn (feeling the knot at some point during the
day) will elicit phoning B. This type of remembering information that makes
use of an intermediate instrument X is presumably specifically human.
Vygotsky repeatedly underlined that there was nothing extraordinary or
supernatural to these instrumental acts: .each instrumental, artificial, or
cultural act — he initially used the term prient (method, device, trick), a term
much used by his contemporary, the formalist Shklovsky - can be comple-
tely decomposed into the composite natural acts. For the complex artificial
act (A—X—B) consists of two ordinary conditional reflexes (A—X and X—B)
and nothing more. For Vygotsky (1928p, pp. 61-2) the uniqueness of
instrumental acts, therefore, resided fully in their structure: they were as
much subject to the laws of association as any other, more simple act. He
was of the opinion, that "Culture in general does not create anything new
over and above what is given by nature, but it transforms nature according
töTfié goals of man" (1928p, p. 61) and claimed that instrumental acts
ihvotvecT the "active use of natural properties of brain tissue" (1930aa/
1982, p. 104). This point of view he found confirmed in the work of the
Danish psychologist H0ffding (1892, p. 198), whose statement, "thinking
in the real sense of the word cannot free itself from these laws [of associa-
tion] just as it is impossible to render inoperative the laws of external nature
by any artificial machine; but like the physical ones we can steer the psycho-
logical laws to serve our goals," Vygotsky quoted approvingly.
By emphasizing the reflex-like nature of the components of instrumental
acts Vygotsky attempted to give a firm, natural scientific foundation for the
higher functions. It is clear that from the very beginning he tried to give an
account of the cultural processes that fitted within a natural-scientific -
indeed, in some respects virtually behaviorist - approach and attempted to
avoid "free-floating" spiritualist constructions. This attitude remained the
same throughout his various discussions of cultural-historical theory, as
becomes obvious in the following quotation from the last version of this
theory.
li As is well-known, the fundamental law of our behavior says that behavior is
'u determined by situations, that the reaction is elicited by stimuli, and therefore,
if the key to the mastering of behavior lies in the mastering of stimuli. We cannot
j master our behavior otherwise than through the corresponding stimuli... In
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this respect the behavior of man does not constitute an exception to the
general laws of nature ... (Vygotsky, 1931n/1983, p. 278)
Vygotsky's approach led to a dialectical view of human behavior in which
several levels could be discerned, but avoided positing any gaps between
them. In later years, following Bühler (e.g. 1919, pp. 7-23, pp. 45-51), he
often distinguished three of these behavioral levels. First, we have the •*
behavioral level of inborn reactions, or unconditional reflexes. For
Vygotsky these evolved in biological evolution as discussed by Darwin and
he often equated them with Buhler's term "instinct.^' Secondly, we have the <
behavioral level of conditional reflexes as first discussed by Pavlov. This
Ië?et"of1>êhavior was equivalent to the level called "training" (Dressur) by
Bühler. Vygotsky reasoned that since the formation of conditional reflexes
rests on the association of unconditional reflexes to environmental stimuli
and as the latter differ for each individual, Pavlov in a way had given an
account of the origin of individual organisms. On many occasions he
summarized Darwin's and Pavlov's contribution in this context in the
following words: "While Darwin explained the origin of species, Pavlov
explained the origin of individuals" (e.g. Vygotsky and Luria, 1939a, p. 11).
Thirdly, we have the behavioral level of intellectual processes, equivalent to '<,
Buhler's "intellect" (Intellekt), that involves the use of instruments. As we
have" seen, these instrumental acts can be thought of as combinations of
conditional reflexes.
Although it was not altogether clear how Vygotsky could combine his
own two-level theory — of natural and cultural acts — with Buhler's three- .
level model, one can understand his reason for doing so. It may be
concluded that to him each higher level of behavior could be analyzed into
its composite lower parts. The novelty of each new level solely resided in the
structural combination of these elements (Vygotsky, 1928p, p. 64; 1930aa/
1982, p. 106). Combining Darwin, Pavlov, and Bühler, Vygotsky tried to
link the cultural, instrumental acts to the natural processes, thus embedding
them in a natural scientific framework.
The mnemotechnical and other aids used by human beings to improve |
their performance have the character of signs, Vygotsky claimed. They are ,
social artifacts designed to master and thereby improve our natural psycho-
logical processes. As examples of signs he listed words, numbers, mnemo-
technical Devices, algebraic symbols, works of art, writing systems, sche-
mata, diagrams, maps, blueprints, etc. (Vygotsky, 1930aa/1982, p. 103).
From this list it is obvious that any stimulus that can signify another
stimulus may be seen and used as a psychological instrument or sign. This
waslncteedAfygotsky's point of view. It is the human being who decides that
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some stimuli may serve as means to operate upon other stimuli, thereby
, cfeating~two classes of stimuli: (l]_ttimulMjiean,s {siimuly-sredstvy), or
i signs; and (2) stimuli-objects (stimuly-ob'ekty) (Vygotsky, 1930aa/1982, p.
105). When stimuli-means and stimuli-objects were combined in one act,
Vygotsky spoke of instrumental acts.
For Vygotsky the inclusion of signs in the psychological act led to
important structural changes. Their use implied that (1) new psychological
functions became involved; (2) several natural processes would eventually
decay; and (3) such properties of the whole act as its intensity and length
would change (1930aa/1982, p. 105). He concluded that "The inclusion of
a sign in one or the other behavioral process ... reforms the whole structure
of the psychological operation as the inclusion of a tool reforms the whole
structure of a labor operation" (Vygotsky, 1928p, p. 64; 1930aa/1982, p.
103).
Vygotsky argued that the way the introduction of signs - or stimuli-
means - changed the whole psychological structure resembled the way tools
change labor operations. Both tool and sign form an intermediate link
between object and operation, between object and subject. Both labor
I operations and instrumental acts are mediated acts, that is, they involve a
third element that comes between human beings and nature. The essential
difference between instrumental psychological acts and labor operations is
that signs are intended to control the psyche and behavior of others and the
self, whereas tools are employed to master nature or material objects.
Another difference is that stimuli, in contradistinction to tools (which are
selected because of their material characteristics, such as their flexibility, or
hardness) do not become signs because of their intrinsic properties: any
stimulus can signify any other stimulus (Vygotsky, 1930aa/1982, pp. 103—
6).
/ ƒ It may be concluded that Vygotsky offered the following peculiar account
11 of the use and significance of cultural instruments in human history: Human
beings invented in human history a set of cultural instruments — such as the
Inca khipu system - that can be thought of as stimuli-means, or signs. With
the help of these signs they mastered their own psychological processes,
thereby improving their performance immensely. Such use of external signs
to master internal psychological processes means that man masters himself
as he mastered nature — that is, from outside. Human history is, then, on the
one hand the history of man's growing dominion over nature through the
invention of tools and the perfection of technology, and, on the other hand,
it is the history of man's gradual control of the self through the invention of
"the cultural technique of signs" (Vygotsky, 1928p, p. 76). The optimistic
conclusion to be drawn from Vygotsky's account of human history is that
one could see definite progress in two respects: modern man surpassed his
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precursors through (1) his superior dominion over nature through technol-
ogy, and (2) his Improved control over the self through "psychotechnol-
ogy." It would take the Second World War and the later general environ-
mental pollution to make people seriously doubt these claims.
•
Evolution and History: Conclusions
The fundamental problem for Vygotsky and other Marxists was to reconcile
the Darwinian account of human evolution with the image of man as the
self-conscious creator of his own destiny and the new society of prosperity
and eternal bliss. Naturally, then, the problem was to give an account of the
origin of mankind that acknowledged Darwin's theories but at the same
time set apart human beings as something very special in the animal
kingdom.
We are now in a position to summarize the way Vygotsky dealt with this
problem in his cultural-historical theory. To him anthropogeny could be
thought of as consisting of two, overlapping, time periods: the enormously
long period of phylogenesis and the relatively short period of human
history. In his opinion during phylogenesis biological evolution had led to
the development of the species Homo sapiens, a species which consequently
had many features in common with the higher animals. These common
features included similarities not only in anatomy, and physiology but also
in behavioral processes. The latter were based on what Vygotsky coined the
- "natural" or "lower" psychological processes. <""' -»•* ttjJ-v<*~ ''--•}*-';
The invention of primitive tools marked the onset of human history and
triggered a whole set of biological and psychological developments, such as
the development of a more thumb-dominated hand and the expansion of the
'i human brain to its present size. These developments were concurrent with
the development of external sign systems, such as mnemotechnical aids and
speech. The use of various sign systems enabled the control over tha human
psyche to increase and all contemporary people make use of many of these
cultural systems in their mental functioning. When sign systems were
1
 included in mental functioning Vygotsky spoke of "instrumental," "cultu-
ral," or "higher" psychological processes.
Thus, although some minor evolutionary changes had no doubt occurred
during human history, for Vygotsky all contemporary peoples formed part
of a single species and, as such, varied anatomically, physiologically, and to
some extent psychologically within a very narrow range. It was the "natu-
ral" or "lower" psychological processes they all had in common. Neverthe-
less, their mental funcrioning differed markedly, depending on the various
symbol systems used within the different cultures. Whilst having identical
222 THE CULTURAL-HISTORICAL THEORY
,-f
; brains and identical lower psychological processes, people from different
:• cultural backgrounds might show deeply different higher psychological -
i. e.g. thought — processes.
i Vygotsky argued that the human brain allowed for the processing of
different sign systems, each system leading to different higher psychological
processes. The sign systems themselves constituted the heritage of each
culture and had to be mastered anew by each member of the culture. This
process of mastering cultural devices will be described in detail in the
paragraphs devoted to human ontogenesis, but some features of this process
may be mentioned here. Specific to Vygotsky's thinking was the claim that
the cultural devices were accessible for each new potential member of the
culture as public sign (or symbol) systems that have to be mastered first
through an overt act. Thus, children first learn to read aloud and only
afterwards start reading to themselves (a habit that, at least in Western
*- Europe, started only in the Middle Ages, see Geertz, 1973, pp. 76-7).
Further, they first count on their fingers and only then "in their heads."
They also first use external memory aids, such as knots in handkerchiefs,
and only later internal ones, such as words or sentences. In general, then,
Vygotsky claimed that cultural sign systems are first mastered in an overt act
and only later can start functioning covertly following a complex process
of internalization.
This view implied that human thinking — and higher psychological
processes in general - are primarily overt acts conducted in terms of the
objective materials of the common culture, and only secondarily a private
matter (cf. Geertz, 1973, p. 83). The origin of all, specifically human, higher
psychological processes, therefore, cannot be found in the mind or brain of
an individual person but rather should be sought in the social "extracereb-
ral" sign systems a culture provides.
Thus, Vygotsky's view of cross-cultural differences between people's
mental functioning differed from several other well-known positions.
Unlike his predecessors Spencer and Stanley Hall he denied the existence
of any genetic differences between the members of different cultures. Unlike
anthropologists such as Bastian, Tylor, and Frazer (see Klausen, 1984) -
and contemporary structuralist thinkers such as Lévi-Strauss (cf. Tulviste,
1988a) — he was of the opinion that the thinking of people belonging to
different cultures differed fundamentally. In his opinion both the content
and form of human thinking were based on the symbolic systems available.
In so far as Vygotsky ranked the people belonging to different cultures on
an imaginary evolutionary ladder it was a ranking based not on genetic or
racial differences but on the supposedly different qualities of the respective
cultures. He did think — together with many of his contemporaries — that it
was possible to compare cultures in a global fashion and to order them oh
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some sort of cultural ladder. Debatable as this view may be, it harmonized
with the general optimistic framework of that time: the people belonging to
the various "backward" cultures of the Soviet Union might be (re)educated
within a relatively short period, perhaps of a few years.
So far exactly how the individual persons belonging to a specific culture
master the corresponding sign systems and how these systems become
internalized have not been discussed. Nor have we learned how this process
effects the human mind and whether one can distinguish different degrees or
phases in the "sign control" over the mind. It is these and other questions
that will be addressed in discussing Vygotsky's account of child develop-
Child Development: Two Lines i t <*Jf
Vygotsky's basic claim - presented in Vygotsky, 1928p - was that in the
development of each child one can distinguish two lines: the line of natural
development, that is, the processes of growth and maturation; and the line
of cultural development, or the mastering of various cultural means, or
instruments. As was indicated above, that distinction borrowed heavily
from Vagner's zoopsychological theory. Although this bifurcation of child
development reminds us immediately of the biological and historical periods
of development in human phylogeny, Vygotsky denied that child develop-
ment did strictly mirror this phylogeny, emphasizing the deeply unique
character of each of these developmental domains. One way in which the
two obviously differed was the fact that children are born into a ready-made
culture that they have to accept as they find it (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a,
p. 157).
In practice, it was very difficult to distinguish between the natural and
cultural line of development, Vygotsky argued, but fortunately the resear-
cher had some methods at his disposal. First, he might study the special case
of "defective" children. In the case of these children we may see the
1
 difference between cultural and natural developments with more clarity,
n
 since the normal cultural instruments are not adjusted to their abnormal
physiological constitution and consequently natural and cultural develop-
ment will diverge (see chapter 4). Secondly, it was possible to reconstruct
the way natural and cultural processes become intertwined in an experimen-
tal environment. From the specially designed method of double stimulation
developments emerged that formed an excellent model of normal child
development (see below).
By far the most important cultural instrument for Vygotsky was speech
and he devoted a lot of energy to the study of the integration of speech with
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(other mental processes, most importantly problem-solving, or thinking. But
las has been discussed above, cultural instruments might also be maps,
| diagrams, abstract symbols, and the like. He believed child development
was to a great extent equivalent to the mastering of these various cultural
tools. In the light of this idea it was not really surprising that Vygotsky and
Luria often would claim that the cultural development of the child was
anticipated by a period of "natural," or "primitive" development. Appa-
rently, around 1930 both still thought that the early period of the child's life
could be largely explained by the natural line of development. Newboms
and toddlers in this view had not yet appropriated sufficient cultural means
and so lived a life of "primitive," nonsocial reticence. The mastering of each
new cultural instrument was anticipated by a period of natural develop-
ment. As some cultural instruments are mastered relatively late in childhood
this led Vygotsky and Luria to characterize the performances of children of,
»sometimes, seven or eight years' old as testifying to their "natural" develop-
ment. ? <"ƒ S ' Af-^^i^i-i'-ft,
This view was particularly clear in Luria's chapter in Studies of the
History of Behavior (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a). Referring to the findings
of Freud, Piaget, and his old friend Vera Schmidt (see chapter 5), Luria
sketched children as initially "organic beings,^  who retained their reticence
for a long time, and who needed protracted ^ cultural pressure to strengthen
their tie with the world and replace their primitive, natural thinking by
cultural thinking. In his own words:
But the thing is, that he [the child] is born isolated (otorvannym] from [his
culture], and is not immediately included in it. This inclusion in cultural
conditions is not as simple as putting on new clothes: it is accompanied by
profound transformations in behavior, by the formation of its new, funda-
mental, and specific mechanisms. That is why it is completely natural that
each child will necessarily have its precultural primitive period. (Vygotsky and
Luria, 1930a, p. 157)
It is evident that Luria was using a concept of culture very similar to that
sketched in the discussion on human history above. In the context of the
child's intellectual development culture was conceived of as an arsenal of
tools, artifices, and devices that enhanced the level of performance. In this
sense, Vygotsky and Luria were justified in picturing the young child as
precultural: indeed, very young children do not know of the sophisticated
cultural tricks Vygotsky and Luria had in mind. But in a broader sense of
the word these children were, of course, "cultural" beings. They lived in
culturally structured environments, experienced the personal relationships,
religion, ait, etc., characteristic of their own specific culture.
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/v»«**-' • Rearmament
In the quotation given above Luna stated that the mastering of cultural
means was not equivalent to the putting on of clothes. This was an
important remark, for the examples he provided might lead one to think
that the sole differences between children belonging to different cultures -
and between children and adults - was to be found in the different tools
they possessed. This impression was strengthened by the metaphors Luria
used. In Studies of the History of Behavior he talked about the process of i,
acquiring cultural means as of a process of "rearmament." In fis,"point of
^view children mastered certain cultural means only to discard them as they
learned new, more powerful means (the analogy with the arms race is
indeed clear). But, notwithstanding these metaphors, Luria and Vygotsky
also intended to say something else: people do not only possess mental
tools, they are also possessed by them. Cultural means - speech in particular
— are not external to our minds, but grow into them, thereby creating a
, "second nature." What Luna and Vygotsky meant is that mastering cultural
means will transform our minds: a child who has mastered the cultural tool
of language will never be the same child again (unlgssbrain damage reduces
him or her to a precultural state; see below)Crhus/pe°plc belonging to ~~l
different cultures would literally think in different ways, and the difference
was not confined to the content of thinking but to the ways of thinking \
as well.
It was not really clear how this view related to the optimistic claims about
re-educating primitive people to a level of culture similar to our own, for these
people presumably had learnt to think in definite ways within the parameters
of their own culture and could not readily give up these ways of thinking. If
they could, then culture would indeed be equivalent to clothing and one
could undo its influence quite easily. Perhaps here, too, there is hidden a
concept of development or progress which implies that whilst one cannot
undo the influence of higher cultural means, one can nevertheless easily rid
people of primitive tricks and knacks. Thus, there may be some tension
between the optimistic claims about the possibility of rapidly re-educating
people belonging to different (sub)cultures and the idea that the appropria-
tion of cultural means has deep consequences for the workings of mind.
Sketching the cultural development of the child as a process of armament
and rearmament Luria claimed that the degree to which children have
mastered cultural tools — arms in this metaphor — indicated their intellectual
giftedness or backwardness. Referring to Lipmann's and Bogen's (1923)
research, discussed below, Luria stated that mentally retarded children did
not use tools and were, in this sense, like primitive beings. The development
i.
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of higher psychological processes and, therefore, of higher intellect was
based on a superior mastery of cultural instruments. This view had optimis-
tic implications: if mental retardation was caused by insufficient tool-use
then it might be possible to train these children to use cultural means more
effectively, thereby improving their performance (apparently, the inability
to make use of cultural means as such was not seen as based on some deep,
"organic" deficiency). An implicit assumption also seems to have been that
"cultural," "learned" behaviors were more easily changed than innate or
genetically based behaviors. Both assumptions can be challenged, of course.
Vygotsky'^ and Luria's approach also suggested a rather original criticism
of the existing test practices. If giftedness was essentially the ability to make
use of the various cultural instruments then many of the existing intelligence
tests missed the point (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, pp. 226-31). By
measuring lower psychological processes such as reaction-rime and know-
ledge gained in school, researchers did not establish the extent to which
children were capable of making use of cultural means.
Summarizing Vygotsky's and Luria's global view of child development (in
1930a) it may be concluded that in their view all children went through a
stage of "natural" development, characterized by the child's inability to
make use of the available cultural means. Because children of this age do not
make use of these tools they could be called "primitive," in the sense of
precultural. At a certain point of development, adults will start to give them
cultural instruction - surprisingly, Vygotsky and Luria used the "scaffold-
ing" metaphor in this context (1930a, p. 202), thus, anticipating Bruner's
later work by several decades — which leads to a radically new way of
mental functioning. The cultural means would become incorporated in the
fabric of children's minds and the adults would then stop their assistance.
The child had now left the "natural," precultural stage and had become a
fully fledged member of the society: a cultural being.
This theory of two lines in child development was partly inspired by the
Marxist view of anthropogeny sketched above and partly by the findings of
psychological research. Particularly important were the findings of develop-
mental psychology that seemed to indicate that the distinguishing trait
between primates and human children was speech.
Child and Ape: the Role of Speech
Köhler's investigations of chimpanzees' tool-use had started a whole new
tradition of research in child psychology. His own tentative comparisons of
children's thinking with that of apes were soon followed by investigations
of, among others, Bühler (1918), Lipmann and Bogen (1923), Brainard
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(1930), and Guillaume and Meyerson (1930; 1931). These investigations
were of paramount importance to Vygotsky, as they provided tentative
answers as to the crucial differences between animal and human thinking.
Bühler (1918, pp. 285-7) was one of the first to test a child using a task
borrowed from Köhler. A nine-month-old girl, whom he and his wife
Charlotte Bühler studied, was encouraged to get a piece of biscuit by pulling
a str ing attached to it, but did not make any progress during one month of
testing. Notwithstanding some accidental successes the child clearly did not
grasp the situation. Further investigations by Bühler (1919, p. 51) led him to
posit a "chimpanzee-like age period" in early childhood. He claimed that
the solutions of practical problems by children of approximately 12 months'
old were very similar to those of Köhler's chimpanzees. Vygotsky and Luria
(1930d/1984, p. 8) found these investigations of principal importance as
they seemed to demonstrate the existence of practical, instrumental intelli-
gence in the preverba) period of a child's development. The child's instru-
mental, practical thinking clearly anticipated its speech development: the
act anticipates the word (cf. Wallon, 1942/1970).
The investigations performed by Guillaume and Meyerson (1930; 1931)
were carefully replicated and extended versions of Köhler's original research
and, thus, were not specifically carried out with the intention of comparing
animal and children's thinking. Over a period of four years these investiga-
tors presented Köhler-like tasks to many different species of monkeys and
apes, arriving at approximately the same results as Köhler did. Summarizing
the results of a first series of experiments on detour problems, however, the
authors, rather surprisingly, compared the performance of apes with that of
some of the patients suffering from aphasia described by Head. Head had
asked his patients to play a game of billiards and had noted that many of
them were capable of making a simple stroke but failed to make compli-
cated ones involving more balls or cushions. Guillaume and Meyerson
concluded:
To be sure, the billiard movements are in many ways more complex than the
detour we have described and analyzed in the case of our apes. But the nature
of the problems preventing the subject from clearly perceiving the structure of
the situation seems rather analogous. In both cases it is the vision of the whole
that lacks or is troubled, it is the signification of the whole that did not appear.
One has said of certain patients suffering from aphasia, apraxia, or agnosia
that they could not read forms in space and that they spelled them as it were. It
seems that one finds something analogous with our animals. (Guillaume and
Meyerson, 1930, pp. 235-6)
This conclusion — which, unfortunately, seemed wholly unconnected with
the fine experimental work the researchers had done - was enthusiastically
,
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x / I cited by Vygotsky. The fact that people who lost their speech regressed to a
7^ I level that was analogous to that of chimpanzees he found very significant. It
constituted indirect proof that speech played an important organizational
e rok in the .higher psychological processes of human beings. When the ability
to speak was somehow lost, an individual would fall back into a pre-verbal
or ape-like state of mental functioning. The intellectual performance of apes
was, thus, comparable to that of pre-verbal children ofaphasiqJVygotsky,
1930q/1960, pp. 426-7; Vygotsky and Luria, 1930d?»fl4fpfn3, p. 25).
Unlike the research done by Guillaume and Meyerson, Brainard's (1930)
investigation was specifically meant to compare the "mentality of a child
with that of apes." The child in question was the author's three-year-old
daughter Ruth (Stanford—Binet IQ of 141 ), who — rewarded by the pieces of
\t0 chewing gum her father stuck to ceilings and walls as Köhler's chimpanzees
had been by bananas - had to solve many of the tasks Köhler presented to his
chimpanzees. Brainard concluded, among other things, that
a three-year-old has approximately the same difficulties in solving the prob-
lems as did Köhler's apes. The child has the advantage of speech and
understanding of directions, whereas the apes have the advantage of longer
arms, greater strength, and more experience in climbing and handling rough
objects. (Brainard, 1930, p. 289)
As was to be expected, Vygotsky did not concur with this conclusion. He
concluded that Brainard saw speech as a secondary, nonessential factor on a
par with factors such as the length of arms. Vygotsky and Luria (1930d/
1984, p. 11) argued, that the author did not see that the inclusion of speech
into the problem environment was of principal importance and changed its
whole psychological structure.
The most elaborate experiments with children - using Köhler's tasks -
had been carried out by Bogen (see Lipmann and Bogen, 1923). This author
presented children with many practical tasks trying to establish the exist-
ence of "practical intelligence" in addition to discursive "gnostic intelli-
gence." The solution of the practical problems required an understanding of
the physical structure of the situation and their own bodies, and not
necessarily an explicit theoretical knowing (Lipmann and Bogen, 1923, p.
37). In this sense the subjects' knowledge of the physical properties involved
was "naive," according to the authors.
Lipmann and Bogen repeatedly observed that the children's performance
was not determined by the optical characteristics of the situation - as it was
for Köhler's apes - but by their insight into its physical properties and these
"naive physics" took priority for the children. So, in essence, the difference
between apes and children could be summarized by saying that the behavior
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of apes was strongly determined by the visual field, whereas the behavior of
children was determined by their insight into the physics of the situation and
the tools used (Lipmann and Bogen, 1923, pp. 87-9). Nevertheless, Lip-
mann and Bogen (1923, p. 100) concluded that no qualitative differences
between the behavior_oi children and apes had been demonstrated in their
experiments.
Interestingly enough, the authors also investigated some children with
lower discursive intelligence. Although their performance in the eyes of
Lipmann and Bogen was sometimes comparable to that of Köhler's apes,
the general finding was that children with low IQ might adequately perform
practical tasks. For the authors this formed additional evidence for the
suggestion that theoretical and practical intelligence were relatively inde-
pendent intellectual skills (Lipmann and Bogen, 1923, pp. 86—7). It is hard
to see, therefore, how Luna could refer to these experiments — in which,
again, retarded children sometimes managed to use the available tools quite
well - to substantiate his claim that the ability to use cultural tools or signs
is indicative of children's general giftedness.
-} Lipmann and Bogen's book was important to Vygotsky in several ways.
In the first place it formed an example of research with the conclusions of S
which he could not agree. To claim that in the domain of practical
intelligence the sole difference between chimpanzees and children was the
being determined by, respectively, either the visual field or "naive physics"
was unacceptable to Vygotsky. It implied that the authors saw no principal
role for speech in the solving of practical problems. For Vygotsky the
solution of such problems by children of approximately eight to 12 years
had to be tied to their speech development. In his view, Lipmann and
Bogen's truth could not possibly be the whole truth, since speedTTficJ
(practical rthïnkïng become intertwined ât a very early age and, therefore,
the roTe~oTspeecHln problem-solving is of utmost importance. Secondly,
Lipmann's and Bogen's work provided Vygotsky with the notion of a
"naive" understanding of some mental process by the subjects. As wilLhe
seen below, in the following years Vygotsky would distinguish between
several stages of the internalization of signs. The second of these stages -
naive psychology - was directly inspired by Lipmann's and Bogen's book.
| We may conclude, then, that for Vygotsky the fundamental difference
! between the intellectual performances of ape and child was caused by the
introduction of speech and the ensuing "intellectualization" of practical
intelligence. In later years (Vygotsky, 19341/1982, PIJ-JÉJ—•*) ne would say
that the child operates neither in a visual nor in a phsyïcaTneld, but rather in
a "semantic field." It was "the word [that] liberated the child of the slavish
dependency Köhler observed with animals."
So far, however, we have not seen any investigations that might substanti-
I
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ate experimentally Vygotsky's point of view of the role of speech - or signs
in general - in children's thinking processes. It is to some of these experi-
ments in the domain of developmental psychology that we will now turn.
Mediation: The Case of Memory
One of Vygotsky's favorite examples demonstrating the separate existence
of two lines in child development was that of memory. The natural line of
. memory development was tied to various processes of growth and matura-
tion - the material substrate of this process had been described by Semon
(1920) as the mneme - whereas the cultural line of development was tied to
the mastering oF various cultural tools. His immediate source of inspiration
here was Binet's (1894) study of the memory of arithmetic geniuses and
chess masters. Binet had found out that some of the people who earned their
living by performing arithmetic computations on the stage used simple
mnemotechnic tricks, such as the replacement of numbers by letters. He
hypothesized that the majority of psychological operations might be simu-
lated this way, that is, replaced by others that were only superficially similar
(Binet, 1894, p. 155). This observation led Binet to distinguish between
natural memory and artificial memory. The latter form of memory he
characterized as the simulation of natural memory and its development
Binet called "fictitious," as no "real," natural memory developed.
Vygotsky did not think Binet's choice of terminology very fortunate. In
thejîrst place he objected to the use of the term "simulation" as it suggested
., | that cultural memory was some sort of deception. This objection may seem
strange in this time of computer simulations of human thinking, but it was
not in the 1930s: indeed Binet introduced the concept of mnemotechnics in
the context of fraud" "(1894, pp. 155-8). Vygotsky argued that cultural
development was no simple deceit and suggested that Binet would have
agreed with him, since Binet himself had suggested the teaching of mnemo-
technics in school (1894, p. 164). Secondly, Vygotsky objected to the idea
; that artificial, cultural development of memory was "fictitious" develop-
ment. In his eyes it was a very real^ development, be it of a special type.
It may be noted here that Binet's distinction between "real," natural
memory and "artificial," simulated memory and his "condemnation" of the
latter bears some resemblance to contemporary discussions about the
validity of computer simulations of human thinking. In both cases a
phenomenally similar result is reached through various internal means and
experts quarrel about the acceptability of these similar results as adequate
proofs of ontological identity.
• — ** The experimental confirmation of the existence of two lines of memory
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TABLE 9.1 Average number of words
remembered for different age groups
(from Leont'ev, 1931/1983, p. 54)
Age
4-5
5-7
7-12
10-14
12-16
22-28
Series
A B
* »-'-/>'.
0.2
1.5
1.8
1.9
3.2
4.4
2.2
4.7
6.3
7.3
7.9
10.1
C
2.9
8.1
11.4
11.4
13.1
14.3
D
1.7
5.8
8.5
10.7
11.9
13.5
development was given by Leonf ev and Luria in a series of investigations
carried out in the Krupskaja Academy of Communist Education (see
Leont'ev, 1931; Luria, 1979, pp. 85-6; Vygotsky, 1931n/1983, pp. 239-
54). The basic set-up of Leont'ev's experiments was as follows. In series A
the subjects were read ten nonsense syllables which had to be reproduced^
immediately afterwards. In series B the subjects were read 15 words which
also had to be repeated immediately afterwards. In series C the same
procedure was followed, with the sole difference that the subjects were
given 30 pictures of objects or scenes with the suggestion to use them in
order to facilitate the reproduction process. The pictures did not directly
represent the words but links between the pictures and words were rela-
tively easy to establish. (In the terminology already used, the words to be
remembered were the object stimuli, while the pictures constituted the
means stimuli.) Series D was equivalent to series C, with the difference that
a relation between the words and pictures was slightly more difficult to find
or construct. Leont'ev (1931/1983) claimed that he and his associates had
tested no fewer than 1,200 subjects, but the results given in table 9.1 were
based on the performance of "only" 410 subjects (see table 9.1).
If we wish to discuss the differences between direct, "natural" memory
and mediated, or "artificial" memory, then we may compare the number of
words remembered in series B and C, which leads to the following results
(see figure 9.2).
It can be seen that the difference between the number of words remem-
bered in series B and C for young (pre-school) children is very small, it
increases with school children and, finally, diminishes somewhat with
adults. According to Vygotsky and his colleagues these curves might be
explained as follows. Pre-school children were not yet capable of using the
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FIGURE 9.2 Direct and mediated memory for different age groups (from Leont'ev,
1931/1983, p. 55)
pictures and for these children both scores, therefore, reflected direct, or
natural memory. As children grow older they acquire the ability to use the
external means and the number of words remembered grows correspond-
ingly. Finally, the curves of series B and C get closer to each other for adult
subjects. This meant, in the view of Vygotsky and his associates, that both
curves for adults reflected mediated remembering, the difference being that
the result of series B reflected internally mediated remembering and series C
. externally mediated remembering. In essence, then, Vygotsky claimed that
| the results of both series B (no pictures) and C (with pictures) reflected
lunmediated remembering for young children and mediated remembering
CULTURAL-HISTORICAL THEORY 233
for adults. This explanation is ingenious, but in need of additional argu-
ments. Vygotsky claimed that observations substantiated the following
clajnis^J 1 ) as subjects grow older they show an increasing preference for
mnemotecnnical means; (2) in particular adolescents and adults increasingly
prefer internal mediation by means of words; and (3) these developments,
however, can be encouraged by submitting younger children to a prolonged
training with this type of memory tasks. Presumably, all subjects were
questioned as to the internal means they used, but, unfortunately, no such
data have been provided. We are left, then, with an explanation that may be
plausible, but is in need of further confirmation.
In addition, one may raise several methodological objections to the way
Leont'ev conducted and interpreted the experiments. One of the crucial
claims for the whole reasoning is that the curves for B and C again approach
each other in adolescence and adulthood. This tendency in itself was not
very clearly present in Leont'ev's findings. But even if the claim is accepted,
one might look for other explanations, the most obvious one being a
"ceiling effect" for series C. For the performance in series C could hardly be
improved - in fact, the mode for adults was 15 - whereas there was clear
room for improvement in series B. Leont'ev (1931/1983, p. 60) acknow-
ledged this possible alternative explanation and tried to disprove it, but
unsuccessfully in the view of the authors of this book. In essence his
reasoning went as follows: Itjnight be suggested that lengthening series C
might yield an improvement of the mean or modal performance. But
lengthening a series is in a sense equivalent to enhancing its level of
difficulty. To assess the possibility of a "ceiling effect" we may, therefore,
look at a more difficult series. Fortunately, such a series is present in the
form of series D. As the mode of series D for adults, is only 14, it may be
concluded that enhancing the level of difficulty - or lengthening the series -
does not influence modal performance. Therefore, the possibility of a
"ceiling effect" is ruled out. In Leont'ev's eyes this reasoning settled this
"strictly methodological" issue.
<—> Another problem with Leont'ev's experiment - and with other cultural-
historical experiments of this period - is that the leap from external to
internal mediation had not as such been demonstrated. The hypothesized
use oT internal means by older subjects is not made more plausible by, for
instance, discussing introspective data or protocols of subjects' verbal
utterances. Finally, Leont'ev's discussion of the findings suffered from a
shortcoming that was also typical of Vygotsky's and Luria's research of that
period: when picturing the mental processes of children four to five years of
age - and sometimes even of seven to eight years of age - as "noncultural,"
or "natural" they used the word "culture" in a very restricted meaning. It
may be true that young children are not versatile in making use of sophisti-
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cated mnemotechnics, but they are certainly not "natural" in the sense of
noncultural For one thing, their language development has proceeded
considerably at this age. As we argued before, Vygotsky and his associates
used the word "cultural," whereas the term "well-educated" seems more
fitting to describe the findings they actually observed.
Mediation: The Case of Attention
Vygotsky's view of human attention processes coincided with the viewpoint
of Ribot (1888) to some extent. He agreed with Ribot that the attention
processes of primitive man were very poorly developed, whereas in modern
cultured man they had attained a very considerable degree of perfection
(Leont'ev, 1932, p. 60). In Leont'ev's words (whose views at that time fully
coincided with those of Vygotsky and Luria): "the transition of the savage
from capricious and fitful dissipation of energy to the specific, systematic,
and organized labor of man, signifies ... the transition to a higher form of
activity of attention" (Leont'ev, 1932, p. 61).
Human beings had gradually learned to master their attention by invent-
ing cultural means - or signs, or instruments - to do so. Each child had to
master these cultural instruments anew, a process that might take consider-
able time. In Leont'ev's opinion:
<_.'J It is only at an advanced stage of individual psychological development that
voluntary attention begins to take on that central importance which it
possesses in the general system of behavior of the cultured adult. This roost
important psychological function of a modern man is the product of his social
and historical development. It was born in the primitive savage out of the
process of his socialization; being a product of labor activity, it is at the same
time an indispensable condition for it. In this sense, this function has develo-
ped historically, and not biologically. "Each subsequent generation," says
\ Ribot, "learns voluntary attention from the preceding one." Thus the develop-
' ment of voluntary attention means, first of all, that the child acquires a series
« of habits of behavior. (Leont'ev, 1932, p. 63)
This lengthy quotation aptly shows the now familiar cultural-historical
reasoning with respect to the process of attention. The experimental con-
( firmation of this view with regard to ontogenesis was found in several series
I of experiments conducted by Leont'ev and, maybe, Vygotsky himself (see
I Vygotsky, 1931n/1983, pp. 205-38; Leont'ev, 1932). We will restrict our
treatment of these experiments to a discussion of the so-called "forbidden
colors ganjeJl
Eëönt'ev (1932) introduced the method of double stimulation into a well-
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known European children's game. In the original, folk-form of this game,
one child asked another a series of questions to try to make him or her reply
with "yes," "no," "black," or "white," all of them "forbidden answers."
The game is over (local variations exist) as soon as the person questioned
inadvertently uses one of these words and the time past or the number of
questions asked may serve as objective measures of the performance. In
Leont'ev's version the rules of the game were as follows: the child was (1)
not supposed to mention two colors (specified to be different in each series
of questions) and (2) not to mention any color name twice. Each series of
questions consisted of 18 questions of the following type: What color is
grass? Have you been in the forest? Do you like going to school? What color
is the flag? The child was asked to answer as fast as possible to these
questions. In practice this turns out to be quite a difficult task for children
and perfect performance is not even guaranteed in the case of adults (cf.
Adams, Sciortino-Brudzynski, Björn, and Tharp, 1987; van der Veer,
1991). By asking each subject four series of 18 questions with different
couples of forbidden colors Leont'ev (1932) established the average number
of mistakes for four age groups. He then introduced a set of auxiliary
means, or instruments, into the situation and repeated the whole procedure,
thus establishing a level of unaided, "natural" performance (the first series
of four) and a level of aided, instrumental performance (the second series of
four). The instruments in question were a Set of color cards given to the
child with the instruction that he or she might use them in order to solve the
task. In Vygotsky's (1931n/1983, pp. 208-11; 1931xx, pp. 375-81) analy-
sis in the second part of the experiment the child faced the following
situation. The questions of the experimenter formed a first series of stimuli
(the object stimuli; see above) and the color cards a second series (the means
stimuli; see above). Making use of this second series the child learned to
master the task and the number of mistakes rapidly diminished, Vygotsky
claimed. Regarding the performance of subjects of various age groups that
did not make use of color cards as the "natural" performance and that with
color cards as the mediated, "instrumental," or "artificial" performance
Leont'ev and Vygotsky found different curves for the development of both
types of attention. In fact, they claimed that the two developmental curves
agaîrTFormed the "parallelogram" established in their investigations of
memory (see figure 9.2). Naturally, Vygotsky explained the findings along
'• the same lines. The "natural" and "mediated" performances of pre-school
children are virtually identical, because these children simply do not use the
; color_cards. In'tHis age group both natural and mediated scores therefore,
represent a natural process of attention. School age children start making
use of the color cards, so their internal operation of attention becomes
externalized, and gradually the mediation procedure becomes increasingly
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,sophisticated. Young school children, for example, will often have recourse
to the color cards in a mechanical fashion, turning each color card that has
been used upside down and giving color answers irrespective of the ques-
tions asked. Thus, they will not hesitate to answer "black" to the question
"What color is grass?" if "black" was the next color card to be turned up.
Vygotsky acknowledged that this type of mediation diminished the number
of mistakes dramatically, but remarked that it went hand in glove with a
lower quality of the answers. The reason was, in his opinion, that the
younger school children were still dominated by the instruments they used.
It was only the older school children who started to use the color cards in a
more independent fashion, thus showing full mastery of the cultural instru-
menjsjrhis grasp of cultural means was, moreover, reflected in a still lower
number of average mistakes.
•», Finally, the performance of adults deserves attention. For, whereas the
mediated performance of school children was much better than the unmedi-
ated one, no such difference was noticeable for adults. Adult "natural,"
unmediated and "artificial," mediated performances virtually coincided.
For Vygotsky this implied that both performances reflected the~53me
process, that is, mediated attention. The sole difference in his view was that
the adults who ma3euse of the color cards displayed external mediation,
whereas the adults who had no color cards at their disposal displayed
internal mediation. This explanation echoed his explanation of the perform-
ance of pre-school children. Whereas for pre-school children the similar
scores in both conditions (color cards versus no color cards) reflected the
same internal process, namely unmediated attention, for adults they
reflected mediated attention.
•5, The resulting view of the development of attention was as follows. Young
children are not capable of steering their attention towards making use of
external means, as they have not mastered their attentional processes and
are slaves to external factors. As they grow older they learn to make use of
external means to steer their attention. At first this use is imperfect and the
children are dominated by the cultural means available, but gradually they
learn to use them at "will. Finally, the cultural instruments become internal-
ized. The use of external means diminishes and subjects start to rely on their
internalized procedures. Superficially their performance now is similar to
that of pre-school children, but the processes behind the performance are
fundamentally different.
Crucial for this account is the notion of internalization of cultural means.
What evidence, if any did Vygotsky have available for this hypothesis? Does
the cross-sectional design of Leont'ev's experiments allow us to say anything
about the longitudinal development of attention processes? With regard to
the latter question Vygotsky^aigued that single-case studies had established
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essentially the same developmental order as found in the cross-sectional set-
up. That is, he claimed that if one did repeated experiments with a pre-
school child that one would observe essentially the same changes in one
'chud within the time frame of one prolonged experiment - as in the case
with memory. The child would (1) at first show incomplete and inefficient
use of the color cards; (2) proceed to their use and become completely
dominated by them; (3) master the efficient use of the color cards; and (4)
start ignoring the color cards and relying on internal procedures (Vygotsky,
1931n/1983, p. 210). He concluded that these developmental changes
reflected a process of "ingrowing^JtrasfecfaVameJj or mternalizaticrh At the
same time, however,~he positedthat the most effective and usuälinternal
means of mediation were words. Adults would most probably control their
attention process in the forbidden color game by mentally rehearsing the
forbidden color names. This meant that the internally mediated attention
process was no simple copy of the externally mediated process transposed to
an internal plane. In reality subjects learned to discard the artificial external
means (the color cards) and started making use of completely different
internal ones (unspoken words). In a sense, then, it was somewhat mislead-
ing to speak of an internalization, or "ingrowing" process as in the case of
attention no single means of mediation was internalized. In later years
Vygotsky would try to show that even in the case where the means of
mediation did stay the same — say, in the case of external and internal speech
— the fact of its internalization would cause significant transformations of its
structure (see chapter 11).
Stages in the Mastering of Mind
In the years that he developed his cultural-historical theory Vygotsky
maintained that the cultural development of the child went through four
phasesJ1928p, pp. 68-71; 1929s, pp. 424-8; 1931n/1983, pp. 25Ô Î^;
Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, pp. 200-9).
_* /> The first stage he coined the stage o f natural, or primitive behavior. In this
stage - characteristic of pre-school children - subjects rely on their natural
mental processes and do not use the available cultural means. In the second
stage children do use the cultural means presented to them, but do not fully
understand their function. Thus, in memory experiments, described above,
young school children can make use of the available pictures, provided that
there is a simple link between picture and the word to be remembered.
Looking at the pictures before them they reproduce the words correctly.
However, as soon as there is no such simple link these children are helpless.
Not understanding what goes wrong they simply read aloud what they
,,
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understand to be the content of the picture and assume that it will coincide
with the word to be remembered. With these children there never was a real
understanding that the pictures might be used actively - that is, by introduc-
ing new, nonobvious links — in order to recall the words. This stage
Vygotsky called the stage of naive psychology by analogy with Lipmann and
Bogen's (1923) notion of naive physics (see above). In his view it was a
transitory phase that soon was followed by the stage of external use of
cultural means. In this stage the child understands the possibility of active,
instrumental use of cultural means and - in the case of the memory
experiment — will invent links between pictures and words, or select the
appropriate pictures from a larger set. According to Vygotsky this stage
would soon give way for the final, fourth stage of cultural development, that
is, the stage of internal use of cultural means. In this fourth stage the
external use of instruments is replaced by internal mental activity. Thus, in
the case of Vygotsky's and Leont'ev's memory experiments children would
first use the pictures in order to reproduce a series of words, but as they were
asked to reproduce this series again and again they finally stopped consult-
ing the pictures. In Vygotsky's view the whole series of pictures had been
internalized and now formed an internal device to recall the series of words,
much as for memory experts a well-learned list of words, or a map of some
familiar building, may serve as a vehicle for the recall of other material.3
However, this type of internalization - where the set of external means is
internalized as a whole - formed only one of many types, Vygotsky (1928p,
pp. 70—1) claimed. In many motor skills we may observe another type of
internalization: the so-called "stitch" type. In choice-reaction-time experi-
ments, for example, where subjects have to press different buttons corres-
ponding with different stimuli, one may observe this type of "ingrowing."
At first, subjects will speak appropriate words between stimulus and
response in order to facilitate the right choice. After prolonged exercise,
these intermediate links fall out, and the reaction becomes automatic. Thus,
in Vygotsky's analysis, the intermediate words, or external cultural means,
will disappear as the reaction-time process becomes automatic and internal-
ized, much as stitches can be removed after two parts of tissue have grown
together.
In his own view (Vygotsky, 1928p, p. 71) the positing of these and other
possible forms of internalization, or ingrowing, and the sketch of the four
stages of cultural development had only a very provisional character. But he
did claim that as a general rule the cultural development of the child would
'It may be noted that Vygotsky himself used these techniques successfully and displayed his
abilities during lectures to his students by memorizing rapidly long lists of numbers (see
Puzyrcj, 1986a, p. 77).
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proceed from no use, via external use, to internal use of cultural means. It
would be~ahother Soviet psychologist, Gal'perin, who would devote his long
career to the investigation of this claim.
The Control of Mind and Rational Man
With the research of the development of mediated memory and attention
IrVygotsky attempted to demonstrate one of the basic tenets of cultural-
• historical theory: man masters his own mental processes by introducing
ä- new, artificial elements into a situation. The basic structure of this proce-
dure Vygotsky clarified several times (e.g. Vygotsky, 193 In/1983, p. 67) by
discussing the story of Buridan's ass. Supposedly the Dutch philosopher
Buridan (1295-1358) had first described the sad situation of an ass caught
between two equal bales of hay: not knowing which bale to choose the poor
animal died of starvation. However, as Vygotsky rightly remarked, this
vignette cannot be found in Buridan's writings. There is the story of a
hungry and thirsty dog that does not know what to do first: to drink or to
eat. In its turn this situation was most probably borrowed from Aristotle,
who described a man finding himself in the same awkward position (Krop,
1988, p. 39).
Vygotsky may have learned about Buridan's ass when reading his favorite
philosopher Spinoza, who referred to this problem in his Ethics (1677/1955,
p. 123). To him the interest of this rather artificial problem of making a
rational choice between two identical alternatives — a problem that was also
analyzed by Schopenhauer and phrased in poetical terms by Dante in his
Divina Commedia — was in the way a human being would solve the
problem. Contemporary psychological approaches had done little to solve
this theoretical problem. Pavlov had restricted his research to animals,
experimentally demonstrating that dogs in a similar situation fall into a
stage of neurosis or apathy. Behaviorists, according to Vygotsky, would
predict starvation for human beings too, as behavior in their view was fully
determined by external stimuli and these were of equal strength in a
Buridanian situation.4 Vygotsky found the first indication of the way
human beings in reality solve these problems in literature: Tolstoy, picturing
Pierre Bezukhov's indecision as to whether to join the army has him play a
game of patience, the outcome of which would decide the hero's future. For
4k is interesting to note that the Buridanian ass already surfaced in Vygotsky's earlier
writings (Vygotsky, 19161, pp. 174-5; Varshava and Vygotsky, 1931, p. 35). In these books,
however the problem is only stated and no possible solution for human beings is presented,
since Vygotsky had not yet developed the instrumental approach.
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Vygotsky (193 In/1983, p. 67) this was an excellent example of human
decision-making: human beings take recourse to artificially created stimuli.
It is the introduction of some irnftciat stimulus, or sign, into the situation
that tips the balance in favor of one or the other decision. In this connection
Vygotsky discussed several of Thurnwald's and Lévy-Bruhl's findings men-
tioned above (e.g. primitive counting systems and memory aids) in order to
show that this tendency had its precursors in the history of mankind.
As was to be expected, Vygotsky attempted to create an experimental
analog of the problem of rational choice between two equivalent alterna-
trvesTlinS, also predictably, the description of'these experiments was, "
impossibly vague (see Vygotsky, 1931n/1983, pp. 274-8)and one can only
guess to what they really amounted. Apparently, children were encouraged
to make a choice between two series of equally attractive or unattractive
series of actions. It was then suggested to them that they might cast lots to
decide which series of actions to choose. Sometimes, also, Vygotsky waited
for the spontaneous throwing of dice or, alternatively, explicitly instructed
the children to do this. In all cases he was interested in the psychological
differences that the introduction of the dice would bring about. Vygotsky
claimed that the experimental data confirmed his theoretical expectation,
that is, that the introduction of artificial elements - dice - radically
transformed the psychological nature of the choice process. Rather surpris-
ingly, this rime he provided no description of possible developmental
sequences in the ability to make use of these artificial elements.
It is not difficult to see that Vygotsky's treatment of the development of
the higher psychological processes and his emphasis on the growing control
of the human mind owed a great deal to Spinoza. Both thinkers displayed a
certain degree of rationalism, or intellectualism, that is, both shared the
ideal of rational man whose intellectual functions (speech, thinking) con-
trolled to a large degree the whole personality. Spinoza in his Ethics,
particularly opposed the view of man as a slave to his affects, or passions.
Seeking a way for man to control his passions he emphasized the mind's
capacity to understand, for when the intellect had clear and distinct know-
ledge of these passions, it would gradually learn to control them. The
initially rather vague and primitive passions would eventually be under-
stood by the intellect and submitted to its control. Spinoza claimed that
acting in the real sense of the word implied intellectually understanding of
what we are doing. It was this idea of the growing control over the emotions
by the intellect and the resulting mastering of our behavior that was also
clearly present in Vygotsky's cultural-historical theory. Of course, Vygotsky
extended the notion of intellectual control to all other, initially primitive,
!psychological processes. But his assertion that WE -should sirixe_fgr_die_
"intellectualization of all psychological functions" (Vygotsky, 1932i/1982,
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p. 415) was essentially in line with Spinoza's thinking. Leont'ev's words
quoted above formed a beautifunHustrarion of this thinking: the "capri-
cious" and "fitful" dissipation of energy by "savages" was opposed to the
"organized" and "systematic" labor of rational modern man. Rational man
acquîrëcTcIominion over his primitive mental process by making use of
various cultural tools.
The analogy between Spinoza's and Vygotsky's view of man can be
extended even further (see Van der Veer, 1984) by pointing out that they
shared a notion of the role of tools in the growing dominion over nature and
primitive mind. Consider, for example, the following words by Spinoza:
But as men at first made use of the instruments supplied by nature to
accomplish very easy pieces of workmanship, laboriously and imperfectly, and
then, when these were finished, wrought other things more difficult with less
labour and greater perfection; and so gradually mounted from the simplest
operations to the making of tools, and from the making of tools to the making
of more complex tools, and freshs feats of workmanship, till they arrived at
making, with small expenditure of labour, the vast number of complicated
mechanisms which they now possess. So, in like manner, the intellect, by its
native strength, makes for itself intellectual instruments, whereby it acquires
strength for performing other intellectual operadons, and from these opera-
tions gets again fresh instruments, or the power of pushing its investigations
further, and thus gradually proceeds till it reaches the summit of wisdom.
(Spinoza, 1677/1955, p. 12)
Thus, Spinoza combined his ideal of rational man with a notion of
intellectual tools that was not unlike Vygotsky's. What was truly original in
VygoBky's investigations was, of course, that he tried to demonstrate
empirically how each and every individual child would master this process
oTrte"gToWing Intellectualization of his or her primitive behavior,
f WeTnäy conclude, then, that Vygotsky defended an image of rational
man who had learned to submit his primitive drives and emotions to the
control of the intelject. Unlike prehistoric man, contemporary "savages,"
andTTestern children, the modern well-educated adult had fully mastered
his behavior by making use of the means his culture supplied. In chapter 14
we shall see how Vygotsky in later years attempted to elaborate this idea for
the case of emotional development relying heavily on Spinoza and arguing
against the ideas of the latter's contemporary Descartes.
10
The Expeditions to Central
Asia
-vC/-*^
Vygotsky's and Luria's ample use of the work of foreign ethnographers to
develop their cultural-historical theory was described in chapter 9. The
central idea that the lower psychological processes would be the same for all
living people while the higher psychological processes would differ between
persons belonging to different cultures was based on the evidence gathered
by Thurnwald, Werner, Lévy-Bruhl, Durkheim, and others (Vygotsky and
Luria, 1930a). It was only natural - in view of the sometimes doubtful
nature of the ethnographic evidence - that Vygotsky and Luria felt the need
to witness these cognitive similarities and differences themselves in a care-
fully designed psychological study. It was because of this that the idea of a
psychological expedition to some "primitive" region of the Soviet Union
was torn. According to Luria (1971, p. 266; 1974, p. 3; 1976, p. v) the
initiative for such an expedition was taken by Vygotsky.1
Vygotsky was informed about the expeditions' results through the
detailed reports - five of them in the case of the first expedition - and
protocols that Luria sent to Moscow. There is no doubt that he was
extremely glad with the results that Luria obtained during the first expedi-
tion in 1931. In several letters to Luria he expressed his unrestrained
enthusiasm exclaiming that the results were "marvelous" and "infinitely
important." Vygotsky believed that the new theory now had proven itself in
experimental practice (Vygotsky in letters to Luria, dated June 20, and July
11, 1931). To convey to the reader Vygotsky's feelings of joy and triumph
we can do no better than to quote a fragment of one of his letters to Luria.
'This claim is not really confirmed by their personal correspondence. Vygotsky, for example,
wrote to Luria "I consider your theme a deeply interesting one, one that can be earned out and
that will bring our cause further" (Vygotsky in a letter to Luna, dated June 12,1931 ; emphasis
added).
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I have already written to you in Samarkand and Fergana about the enormous
and incomparable impression that your reports and protocols made on me. In
our investigation this is an enormous, decisive step, a turning point towards
the new point of view. But in any context of European investigations such an
expedition would be an event (Vygotsky in a letter to Luria, dated August 1,
1931; original emphasis)
Vygotsky himself - probably because of his frail health - did not
participate in either of the expeditions and the burden of their organization
fully rested on Luria.
It was decided (possibly Vygotsky had made some useful contacts during
his earlier stay in Tashkent in 1929; see the introduction to part II) - to visit
several remote villages (kishlaks) in the Soviet republic of Uzbekistan and
during the summers of 1931 and 1932 the expeditions - preceded by
lengthy seminars-took place (Luria, 1931b; 1931c; 1932b; 1932d; 1933b;
1934; 1935c). Luria felt that both the choice of the location (small villages
that remained "primitive" and "underdeveloped under the influence of the
Islamic religion") and the time period (the period of collectivization of
Soviet agriculture) were particularly suitable for conducting ethnographic
research. Because Luria stressed these aspects of the project (1974, pp. 3-4;
Î97i67pp. v-vi) we do well to reflect for a moment upon the historical and
political situation as it was at the time.
The Historical and Political Background
From 1929 to 1932 the Soviet authorities conducted two operations concur-
rently that were called "the collectivization of agriculture" and the "elimi-
nation of the kulaks as a class." The idea was that "backward individual
farming" would be replaced by farming in collective farms (kolkhozes) and
that the property of independent, "prosperous" farmers (kulaks) - who
were supposedly exploiting their less prosperous fellow farmers - would be
impounded by the state.
That the kulaks existed and that they had to be exterminated as a class
had been an article of faith in the Soviet state from its inception. Marxist
theory seemed to demand the belief that within the peasantry various
antagonistic classes were exploiting each other in most inhumane ways.
Unfortunately, even the great Lenin was unable to give an even roughly
definition of the nature of a kulak (Conquest, 1988, p. 44) and Stalin — who
j intensified the whole monstrous "dekulakization" operation - was no
I improvement in this respect. It thus remained rather unclear who belonged
I to the dangerous class of kulaks. The concept included, for example, anyone
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In the spring of 1929 Vygotsky lectured for several months in Tashkent.
4 who employed hired labor, but also people who owned some property, such
j as a few horses or cows or a house. To make matters simpler the authorities
I introduced the concept of kulak henchmen (podkulachniki) for those who
owned less than was to be expected for an inveterate kulak (Heller and
Nekrich, 1986, pp. 234—5). Using this new twin concept virtually every-
body belonging to the peasantry could now be accused of being either a
kulak or a kulak henchman. Having thus solved all the conceptual difficul-
ties concerning the definition, the authorities, under the firm guidance of
Lenin and Stalin (from 1924) did not hesitate about the right policy to
follow: the kulaks were capitalists of some sort and had to be liquidated to
the last man (and woman, and child). This liquidation took various forms:
many were deported and died en route or in the uninhabitable places of
relocation; others were shot immediately or died of starvation; still others
fled and were arrested and shot or sentenced to hard labor in concentration
camps; finally, many peasants actively resisted the government policy and
died in armed conflicts with the military (Heller and Nekrich, 1986, pp.
222—44). The result was a genocide of unsurpassed scale - comparable only
to that of the Jews and Armenians - that has only recently been described in
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all its monstrous details (Conquest, 1988). It^is now estimated that it
resulted in the^death of approximately 14 million people (Conquest, 1988,
pp. 444-6) in the country as a whole and it was the population of Soviet
Central Asia which suffered a disproportionately high loss, for many were
forced «^discontinue their nomadic life of cattle-breeding and to grow grain
in soil that was utterly unsuitable for that purpose.
It wasche brilliant proletarian writer and supreme humanist Gorky who
found the words to justify this mass murder at the time: "If the enemy does
not surrender, he must be destroyed" (Heller and Nekrich, 1986, p. 236).
The reaction of one of his morally less talented colleagues, the Nobel
laureate Pasternak, was rather different: having witnessed the desolation in
the kolkhozes he fell ill and felt unable to write for a whole year (Conquest,
1988, p. 21). The collectivization and dekulakization not only resulted in
the death of millions of people: it also had a disastrous influence on
agriculture and it is no exaggeration to state that the country has not yet
recovered from the whole collectivization process. Conquest mentions that
in Central AsJ£ one-third of the horses, half the cattle, and two-thirds of the
sheejTand gnats died as a result of the collectivization campaign and the
ensuing famine (1988, p. 284).
Seen against this background Luria's description of the circumstances I
under which he conducted his cross-cultural research seems rather insensi- I
rive, to say the least. Following the official version of the historical events he I
remarked that
Before the revolution, the people of Uzbekistan lived in a backward eco-
nomy . . . When the socialist revolution eliminated dominance and submission
as class relations, people oppressed one day enjoyed a free existence the
next . . . Uzbekistan became a republic with collective agricultural produc-
tion . . . The period we observed included the beginnings of collectivization . . .
Because the period studied was one of transition, we were able to make our
study to some extent comparative. (Luria, 1976, pp. 13-14)
"A period of transition"! One wonders what Luria was thinking when he
wrote these lines. Obviously, when he first published the results of the
expeditions to Central Asia in book form (Luria, 1974; 1976) it still was not
possible for Soviet citizens to publish realistic descriptions of the events that
took place from 1929 to 1932 (or, for that matter, in any other period of
Soviet history). But if he really condemneathe collectivization and/or
dekulakization campaign he might have refrained from publishing his text -
publication had already been delayed by more tf\an 40 years! (see below) -
or havetried to Trucf more sensitive ways to mention the subject. (It would
seem, however, that Luria was not in each and every respect a sensitive man:
i
>«*•*
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years before he had developed a lie detector (Luria, 1928c; 1928e) and, with
Leont'ev, tested it during the purge of the students and personnel at the
Moscow University (Luria, 1979, pp. 35-36/201-202); he also for many
years preserved in his study the brains of a former close friend (in an alcohol
jar) because of their interesting form).
It may also be that Luria until 1974 truly believed - as he probably did in
the early 1930s (see Koffka's account below) - in the justice and functional-
ity of both collectivization and dekulakization and, thus, embodied a
characteristic example of the mixture of blind faith in one's own cherished
dogmas and moral insensitivity towards nonbelievers typical of so many
religious people in so many, far too many, historical periods.
Koffka's Participation and the Great Wall
From Luria we learn that the following people accompanied him on both
expeditions to Uzbekistan: Professor P. I. Leventuev of Samarkand; E. N.
Mordkovich and F. N. Shemyakin from Moscow; and Kh. Ashrafi and A. A.
Usmanov of the Uzbek State Academy of Education (1931b, p. 383; 1934,
p. 255). Different researchers completed this group in the two expeditions
to form research groups of 10 to 15.
Luria wanted very much to make the second expedition to Uzbekistan an
international undertaking and wrote to the Gestalt psychologists Köhler,
Lewin, and Koffka to ask them to participate. He also was thinking of
inviting the ethnographer Thurnwald (Luria in a letter to Köhler, dated
December 3,1931). Because Köhler was unable to participate in 1932 Luria
decided to organize another big expedition in the summer of 1933, regard-
ing the expedition of 1932 as an opportunity to replicate the results of the
first expedition and a preparation for the third (Luria in a letter to Köhler,
dated March 6,1932), but this third expedition never materialized (see also
chapter 16) and Köhler, Lewin and Thurnwald did not participate in the
second expedition.
Koffka, however, accepted the invitation and his account of the expedi-
tion complements Luria's very well. Having travelled to Europe from
Northampton in Massachusetts, and having waited in Berlin for the neces-
sary papers Koffka arrived in Moscow at the end of May 1932. He met
Kolbanovsky, Luria, Eisenstein, and Vygotsky there. The latter served as his
interpreter when, on May 29, Koffka gave his lecture "The overcoming of
mechanicism in modern psychology" (published in Psikhotogija; see
Koffka, 1932). Koffka's account of this event — the lecture was attended by
approximately 300 people - is rather amusing:
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Most of them understood German, but since some did not, Professor
Vygotsky, a most charming man, acted as my interpreter. I talked for about 5
or 10 minutes, and then he gave the most fluent translation you can imagine.
He talked much more fluently than 1, and it seemed to me for a much longer
time. (Harrower, 1983, p. 145)
Several days later Koffka and the Moscovite participants of the expedi-
tion left by train for Uzbekistan and by the end of June the actual expedition
began. Unfortunately, after several weeks of research, Koffka started to
suffer from severe attacks of fever — he himself suspected at first that he had
malaria - and had to return to Moscow. Only by early August was he well
enough to continue his journey to Berlin.
Looking back upon his adventure in the Soviet Union several years later
Koffka was, above all, struck by the uniform world-view of his Soviet fellow
researchers:
The strongest impression 1 gained from being with these different people in the
train was the amazing uniformity of their outlook. It was as though all of
them, my colleagues included, had gone through the same school in which
they had learned the same lessons, lessons in history, economics, politics, and
philosophy. The fundamental conviction colored their views on all subjects,
and this conviction had all the power but also the rigidity of a dogmatic faith.
Theirs was the proletarian state heralding the dawn of real culture, while
beyond the Soviet border bourgeois civilization was still bending all its efforts,
even their science and an, to the profit of capitalism and thereby perverting
them . . . The uniformity of intellectual and emotional outlook is one of the
strongest memories ... It has its great side; it gives to the people a wonderful
enthusiasm which is ever willing to make any personal sacrifice. But for a
mind like my own, brought up in the tradition of the West, it was not only
utterly alien, but actually oppressive. It was not that 1 had to guard my tongue;
on the contrary, I gained the distinct impression that the people with whom I
talked liked to get my spontaneous reactions. Neither do I believe that these
people said what they were "supposed" to say. I believe I should not have felt
the oppression quite so much, and certainly not in the same way, had it been —
like this. What confounded me was that they all were honest and yet uniform.
Talking to them was like running against a stonewall. To have built this wall
in a relatively short time is perhaps one ofThe greatest achievements of the
Soviet government - however negatively one may value it. (Koffka, in Har-
rower, 1983, pp. 159-60)
The Topics of Research and Some Results
The goal of both expeditions was to study the mental processes of the native
population during the period of "transition" that was sketched above. The
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idea was that the higher mental processes would change under the influence
of the social reforms carried through - above all under the influence of
schooling - whereas the lower processes would remain the same. To test this
idea Luria and his colleagues investigated, among other topics, perception,
concept-formation, causal thinking, religious thinking, ancTtKe ar>ÎTIry to
I perform numerical operations. The first expedition concentrated on adulf
,5 subjects, whereas the second also included j:hildren among the subjects.
It is impossible to summarize the data gathered By the investigators in this
\j_lf. " paragraph - the first expedition alone resulted in 600 protocols of indi-
vidual experiments — and, in fact, it is clear that even Luria's own mono-
graph (1974; 1976) dedicated to the two expeditions presents only a
fraction of the data. In that book he does not refer at all, for example, to the
study of religious thinking that was carried out. We will, therefore, limit
ourselves to a concise discussion of only two topics: the perception of
illusions and the classification of objects.
Optical Illusions
Luria's study of visual illusions was directly influenced by Gestalt psychol-
, ogy. Gestalt psychologists had claimed that the Gestalt perceptïïâTpnnciples
W**« 't l
 Were the result of enduring characteristics of the brain and not bound up
with culturally transmitted meanings of objects. However, J&go.tsjcy and
Luria - following Rivers (1901) - assumed that at least some of these visual
processes partially rested upon semantic, interpretative processes, and
would, therefore, differ between subjects belonging to different cultures.
Cole has related that Luria in one of their first experiments demonstrated
the virtual absence of classical visual illusions, a result that he supposedly
wired excitedly to Vygotsky ("The Uzbekis have no illusions!"; Cole in
Luria, 1979, p. 213)2 and reported to his Gestalt colleagues. Reality,
however, was slightly more complex that this story suggests. First, the
results of the first experiments were rather mixed and Luria's letters to his
German colleagues were rather cautious. Secondly, Koffka's experiments in
the second expedition disagreed partially with the results found in the first
expedition. The question arises, then, as to what evidence with respect to
optical illusions Luria and his colleagues really found in the two expedi-
tions.
In a letter to Köhler (dated December 3, 1931) Luria mentioned that one
group of visual illusions - e.g. the Muller-Lyer illusion - was present in
practically all the subjects tested, whereas other illusions - which Luria
2From Vygotsky's correspondence we learn that he first heard about the visual illusion
results through one of Luria's letters (Vygotsky in a letter to Luria, dated June 20, 1931).
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suspected depended upon the interpretation of perspective in the two-
dimensional figures - were far less prevalent. The absence of the latter
illusions Luria explained by referring to the fact that these people were not
familiar with perspective in drawings. Finally, Luria mentioned that some
other visual illusions - such as the Poggendorf illusion - "are virtually
absent in more primitive subjects." He produced a table (also present in
Luria, 1976, p. 44, although with some.pf the numbers changed) that
showed that the tendency to succumb to a number of optical illusions
decreased as the degree of "primitivism" of the subjects changed, that is,
that less "primitive" people were" more prone to succumb to these optical
* illusions. The table proved in his opinion that some illusions (e.g. the
Muller-Lyer illusion) probably have à physiological basis, whereas others
depend upon the degree of cultural education of the subject. In his letter to
Köhler he added that these results were not yet quite clear to him as various
studies by other researchers had demonstrated these illusions "in young
children and even in animals".
It is interesting to compare these initial and rather cautious conclusions
regarding the cultural basis of optical illusions with the later report by
Koffka (in Luria, 1934/1935, p. 257) and Luna's (1974; 1976) own
monograph published four decades later. The monograph essentially repeats
the conclusions he reached 40 years before (omitting the doubts regarding
the data that he had originally) stating that it may be considered proven that
"even relatively simple processes involved in perception of colors and
geometrical shapes depend to a considerable extent on the subjects' practi-
cal experience and their cultural milieu" (Luria, 1976, p. 45). Koffka,
however, during his short-lived participation in the second expedition to
Uzbekistan, reached a rather different conclusion. In his own words:
The following results may be considered proved: With very few exceptions the
men and women examined by us succumbed to the optical illusions - of which
a great variety was shown - just as we do. Quantitative measurements of the
Muller-Lyer and Poggendorf patterns yielded a slightly smaller amount of
these illusions than control experiments with European psychologists. The
exceptions, which were very rare in this expedition, but had been much more
frequent in the first, are easily explained by the attitude of the testées toward
the experimenter. Naive, social subjects who treated the experimenter on a
footing of equality and did not regard the experiment as a test of their ability
had the illusion without exception. Only when the subjects were suspicious,
staring a long rime at the patterns before making their judgments, the illusions
failed to appear with some though by no means with all the patterns, in
accordance with well-known facts. Similarly, it could be proved with several
very simple figures like Mach's book, Necker's cube, Schroder's staircase, that
plane perspective drawings may compel the perception of a tridimensional ^
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object. If the pattern is more complex and has greater representative value, the
intended tridimensional effect, as a rule, does not appear, although we see
these figures as tridimensional. Thus the opposite report of previous investiga-
tors can be explained, according to which Uzbeks, not reached by modern
culture, cannot perceive perspective. (Koffka in Luria, 1934, p. 257)
We thus see that Koffka on the basis of his data flatly denjgd Luna's
initial conclusions: the "primitive" Uzbekis did succumb to optical illusions
like the Poggendorf illusion and were able to see perspective in drawings. It
is rather unfortunate — quite apart from the value of both Luria's and
Koffka's conclusions about the cultural and physiological basis of illusions
- that Luria (1974; 1976) ignored these conflicting interpretations in his
monograph. Discussion of Koffka's failure to replicate his initial results
might have started an interesting debate on the various ways of conducting
this type of ethnographic research - Koffka's remark about the role of the
subjects' attitude toward the experimenter, for example, was quite relevant
(see Kloos, 1991) - and would have countered the effects of the beautiful
but oversimplified story about the Uzbekis not having illusions and the like.
The Classification of Objects
In order to investigate the "primitive" ways of classifying objects Luria
essentially followed the same procedure as in the study of perception.
Subjects were divided into four groups of different "educational level" or
"degree of primitivism" and these groups were presented various tasks.
Performance as a function of group adherence was then measured. The
following subject groups were discerned by Luria (1976; the designation of
these same groups given in his letter to Köhler in 1931 are in parentheses):
(1) Ichkari women living in remote villages who were illiterate and not
involved in modern social activities ("very backward"); (2) peasants in
remote villages, who continued to maintain an individualistic economy [sic],
to remain illiterate, and to involve themselves in no way with socialized
labor [sic] ("peasants from very primitive villages"); (3) women who
attended short-term courses with no formal education and almost no
literacy training ("wives of illiterates... culturally backward"); (4) Active
kolkhoz workers ("actively involved in society; mainly from collectivized
villages"); and (5) women students admitted to a teachers' training college.
This list of subject groups is rather interesting. It can be seen how in the
1970s Luria carefully avoided using the terms "primitive" and "backward,"
terms which he used freely in his letters to Köhler and in other publications
of the early 1930s, such as his chapter in Studies of the History of Behavior
(Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a, p. 123; p. 154), where he spoke of Uzbek
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women as "standing on a low level of cultural development", that is, a
"very primitive level."
The list of subject groups and the procedure followed raises also several
questions. In the first place, it would be interesting to know how Luria
actually ranked his subjects on a "ladder of cultural development" or
"primifiyisrn." Nowhere in his book do we find clarification of his assump-
tions in ranking these groups — although he does mention schooling and
parricipation~in thiTüoJKfjözas relevant factors - and one only hopes that he
did not de3ücê~ïhTsfrariking from the performances on the various tasks
measured. But even supposing that the distinction and ranking of various
subject groups were nonproblematic a number of methodological questions
remain. It is unclear, for example, whether the groups were matched for
possIBTy relevant intervening variables such as age of the subject. We may
also safely assume that the investigators could not follow a double-blind
procedure, that is, they surely knew to which group the subjects belonged
they were questioning. Finally, it is not altogether clear to what extent the
investigators tried to take account of social factors such as the one men-
tioned by Koffka in the preceding paragraph. In view of these possibly
confounding factors, Luria's results at best formed an interesting starting
point for further research. "WaNi»//
What did Luria and his collaborators find with respect to the classifica- j
tion of objects? The subjects were presented with 19 geometrical figures of
varying form. Their first task was to name these figures. Luria distinguished
concrete, object-oriented names and categorical names and he found that
only the "most culturally advanced" group of subjects named geometrical
figures by categorical names such as circle, triangle, etc. (1976, p. 32). The
most "primitive" subjects designated all the figures with the names of
objects: a circle, for example, would be called a plate, watch, moon, etc. (see
table 10.1).
Probably as a result of these different naming attitudes, Luria found quite
varying results when he asked the subjects to combine similar figures into
TABLE 10.1 Percentage and type of naming geometrical figures (after Luria, 1976,
p. 34)
Group
Ichkari women
Women in pre-school courses
Collective-farm activists
Women at teachers' training colleges
Number of Percentage of object-oriented
subjects names given
18
35
24
12
100.0
85.3
59.0
15.2
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groups. The most "primitive" subjects refused to combine figures belonging
to the same geometrical category into one group, seeing them as very
concrete objects that had nothing to do with each other. Culturally more
"advanced" subjects had no problem whatsoever with this task (see table
10.2).
Luria concluded that these results show
the extent to which the perception of subjects who have attended school where y rxry <X
they employ abstract geometrical concepts differs from that of subjects who i n
have grown up under the influence only of concrete object-oriented practical i [T^-'""
activities... The data show how the principle of classifying geometrical -J
figures varies with changing cultural level. (1976, p. 39)
!
It was accepted, of course, that abstract, categorical classification was
superior to and should replace concrete, object-oriented classification - an
assumption that was very common in the 1930s, but which is criticized by
some researchers today (e.g. Sacks, 1989, pp. 121-2).
The results found by Luria and his colleagues have been replicated by
modern research", "but trie results have been interpreted by various resear-
chers nrvariuufways (Berry and Dasen, 1974; Cole and Scribner, 1974).
Cole (in Luria, 1976, p. xv), for instance, does not believe that the Uzbekis
in Luria's investigation really acquired new modes of thought, butjather is
inclined to interpret the data as the result of "changes in the application of
previously available modes to tHëparticular problems and contexts repre-
sented by the experimental setting." This seems a view that is far less radical
than Vygotsky's and Luria's, who did imply that cultural changes would
lead to transformations of both the content and form of thinking (see
cfiàpïeTs 9 and 11). The background to Cole's interpretation is that he is
skeptical of applying developmental theories cross^culturally. It would
seem, however, that one can claim that different cultural practices lead to
different modes of thinking — some of which are from some point of view
more powerful than others - without succumbing to an "ethnocentrist"
view as defended by Vygotsky and Luria (see also chapter 9). Such a point of
view, in which the existence of "universals" in the higher realms of the
human mind is de-emphasized, has been defended recently in a remarkable
book by the Estonian psychologist Tulviste (1988a).
Why the Results Were not Published at the Time
Luria and his fellow researchers conducted their research in the summers of
1931 and 1932 and Luria completed his monograph about the results of the
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expedition by the end ^fl933yOr the beginning of 1934 (see Luria, 1974, p.
4, where he mentions thaTVygotsky died soon after its completion), but the
monograph remained unpublished for forty_ years. At the time Luria only
published some short overviews in foreign journals and publication in the
Soviet Union was probably restricted to the transactions of the expedition
(Luria, 1931b, p. 383). One wonders why he publication of the results was
delayed for such a long period.
Ong °f tne mam reasons must have been Razmyslov's (1934) paper -
more fully discussed in chapter 16 — in which the conclusions drawn on the
basis of the expeditions to Uzbekistan were the subjecrof a violent attack.
Although Razmyslov made some critical remarks concerning Vygotsky's
views in this respect — Vygotsky did not understand or did not wish to
understand_that one cannot find the thinking In complexes, established by
Lévy-Bruhl in primitive peoples, in contemporary Uzbekis, and in his lecture
entitled "On the methodical foundations of the study of culturally -unique
peoples" he wrongly tried to prove the existence of forms of primitive
thinking among the formerly suppressed nationalities (Razmyslov, 1934, p.
82) - he directed his main criticism against Luria, stating that Vygotsky did
not take part in the expedition and was not directly involved with the work
done (Razmyslov, 1934, p. 84).
Razmyslov's main criticism was that Luria did not adequately describe
the enormous progress that had been made in Uzbekistan through the
introduction of the social reforms. Instead of emphasizing the creation of
the "new man" with his new attitude towards labor and his new communist
consciousness Luria tried to show that the members of the kolkhozes were
not capable of conceptual thinking and failed to conceive abstracts from
concrete situations (Razmyslov, 1934, pp. 82-3). This accusation had some
factual background. Indeed, as we have seen (see tables 10.1 and 10.2),
Luria had presented data that seemedjajjiove that even Jtolkhoz actiyisjts_
still frequently designated geometrical figures as objects and did not always
combine these figures into abstract categories. For_Razjnj5lov_this wasjm
insult to the politically highly conscious kolkhoz activists. To make things
worse he was able to produce some protocols3 that supposedly showed that
Luria and his collaborators deliberately, ienoredjoliticallv highly intelligent
answers and denoted these as inferior.Thus, according to one protocol
reproduced in Razmyslov (1934, p. 83) an Uzbek subject - and, more
importantly, the illiterate president of a kolkhoz — was encouraged to
imagine a baj (rich peasant) with miserable cattle. The subject refused to
imagine this situation arguing that hajs always had excellent cattle, and that
^Provided to him by the Moscovite participant in the expeditions, F. N. Shemyakm who thus
"betrayed" his colleagues.
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if they did not have it, then they had been dekulakized by the Soviet
authorities and, consequently, were no longer bajs. According to Razmys-
lov, Luria concluded that this subject refused to accept hypothetical pre-
mises and thought concretely (see also chapter 4). Another protocol given
by Razmyslov — although less political — showed the same problem: people
were designated as "situational" or "concrete" thinkers as soon as they
refused to speak about hypothetical situations suggested by the experimen-
ters. In itself such results indeed pose a serious problem - do such refusals
betray an (culturally based) inability or rather an (equally culturally based)
unwillingness to think hypothetically? But what made Razmyslov's paper
politically highly dangerous was that he was able to show how an honest
kolkhoz president, who reasoned perfectly logically about the (non)exist-
ence~pf bajs after the "dekulakization" campaign, could be portrayed as a
limited concrete thinker. It would seem that Razmyslov's (and the Com-
munist Party's) concept of cultural advancement — based on the raising of
political consciousness - and Luria's concept of cultural development -
based on the replacement of situational, concrete thinking by abstract
thinking - were at variance here. It will come as no surprise, then, that»
Razmyslov (1934, pp. 83—4) concluded that Luria's research had been]
pseudoscientifk, reactionary and anti-Marxist. I
In our interpretation, then, the point of Razmyslov's paper was not so
nïücrrthat LùrîSTîa3Tnsulted the Uzbekis or touched on the sensitive issue
of national minorities (Cole in Luna, 1976, p. xiv) - indeed the party
officials have always defended a crude form of Russian chauvinism — but
that he had undermined the sacred idea of collectivization by pointing out
that kolkhoz activists were not yet capable of abstract thinking. It is ironic
that Luria, who even forty years later was srill praising collectivization,
became the victim of such criticism.
Razmyslov's attack was sufficiently strong to make immediate publica-
tion of the results of the expeditions to Central Asia unwise and, perhaps,
impossible. Later events in Soviet psychological science - the Paedology
Decree of 1936 (see chapter 12) — would prevent publication for several
more decades.
11
The Universe of Words:
Vygotsky's View on
Concept-Formation
Vygotsky's interest in the processes of concept-formation and concept
development became apparent around 1927 and continued until his death
in 1934. One can discern several phases in his thinking on this subject,
notably, 3 first phase connected with replications and extensions of work
done by Ach and his followers, and a second phase connected with replicat-
ing and extending the work of Piaget. Vygotsky's writings on concept-
formation belong to the better-known pan of his work (e.g. Brushlinsky,
1968; Berg, 1970; Rissom, 1985), but they are seldom understood in an
adequate historical context and viewed as the heterogenous replication
experiments they actually were.
One problem is that current Western researchers know Vygotsky's
concept-formation research through translations of Thinking and Speech
(translated as Thought and Language), Leaving apart the continuing trans-
lation problems of the existing American editions (Vygotsky, 1962, 1986,
1987; for some examples see Van der Veer, 1987, and chapter 13) it can be
said that by reading Thinking and Speech one cannot readily reconstruct the
chronological order in which Vygotsky's various manuscripts on concept-
formation were written. Thus, it is said in the Russian edition of 1982
(faithfully copied in the American edition of 1987) that chapter 5 of
Thinking and Speech — the chapter that deals with extensions of Ach's
approach - is similar in content to that of a talk on "The development of
everyday and scientific concepts in school age" that Vygotsky presented on
May 20, 1933 (published in Vygotsky, 1935h). This would suggest that
Vygotsky's writings on the advantages and disadvantages of Ach's approach
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and his analysis of his own replications had been written during the rime he
discussed ideas like "the zone of proximal development" and "sensitive
zones," and was rethinking the relation between education and develop-
ment in general. Nothing could be further from the truth. In reality, chapter
5 was written around 1930 - on the basis of research done in the preceding
years by Sakharov, Kotelova, Pashkovskaya, and Vygotsky himself - and
published in The Paedology of the Adolescent (Vygotsky, 1931h; see
paragraphs 5-24 of chapter 10, on pp. 229-89). At that time Vygotsky
worked with a set of ideas (e.g. the instrumental approach, the idea of
primitivism) that were still rather far from those he would develop in the
last one and a half years of his life (e.g. the system approach, the zones of
development).
Also it is not easy to understand Vygotsky's endeavors in the domain of
concept-formation research by reading chapter 6 of Thinking and Speech
and its commentaries. Composed in the spring of 1934, this chapter dealt
with several issues that fascinated Vygotsky as he worked at the Herzen
Pedagogical Institute. As such it reiterates the talks he gave in 1933
(published in Vygotsky 1935h), combining them with an appraisal of
Piaget's latest writings and their replications and extensions by Vygotsky's
collaborators. Unfortunately, the fact that the chapter was composed by
Vygotsky while he was suffering from a strong attack of tuberculosis led to
a rather chaotic composition. It should be added that part of the chapter
had been written before: pages 163-76 and 256-9 were identical with the
pages 3-17 of the preface to Shif (1935). The remaining parts of the chapter
were dictated to SoPya Davydovna Eremina, a stenographer and long-time
friend of the Vygodsky family. One of Vygotsky's daughers, Gita Lvov'na
Vygodskaja, vividly remembers how her father walked back and forth in
his room dictating the chapters of Thinking and Speech that had not yet
been written (Vygodskaja, personal communication, October 1989).
The first editor of the book, Kolbanovsky, checked the text of all chapters
and may have removed some unwelcome references to "fascist" authors and
paedology (replacing the word "paedology" by "school psychology" etc.).
Our suspicion that Kolbanovsky may have removed the word "paedology"
is based on the fact that Vygotsky freely used it in the lectures that formed
the basis for large parts of chapter 6 of Thinking and Speech, yet the word is
absent in the chapter itself (see Vygotsky, 1935h). Many years later Kolba-
novsky (1956, p. 112) was still providing public excuses for Vygotsky's
paedological research and mentioned that Vygotsky had "agreed" to give
his book the subtitle "A psychological analysis" (see also chapter 16).
An example of the deletion of a reference to a "fascist" author can be
found in chapter 5 of Thinking and Speech, where Vygotsky speaks of "one
of the contemporary authors" (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 136). In the original
258 THE CULTURAL-HISTORICAL THEORY
text of The Paedology of the Adolescent (Vygotsky, 1931h, p. 263) this
anonymous author was Felix Krueger, the German psychologist, whose
affi l ia t ion with the Nazi regime has been well documented (Geuter, 1985).
Kolbanovsky also polished the text of the transcripts, so that the book
could be presented as a cohesive whole. Remaining references to the
conversation-like nature of the chapter (e.g. Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 239, where
he referred to "our conversations") have been removed by the editors of
later editions.
This curious history of the origin of Thinking and Speech should make us
cautious, but we should not jump to the conclusion that the text of all
dictated chapters of Thinking and Speech is basically untrustworthy.
Vygotsky's daughter, Gita Lvov'na Vygodskaja, is of the opinion that the
text is fairly reliable, basing this opinion on the fact of the very friendly
relation that existed between Kolbanovsky and Vygotsky at that time
(Vygodskaja, personal communication, October 1989; see also chapter 16).
Be that as it may, chapter 6 of Thinking and Speech clearly betrays its
conversational origin, for it is full of repetitions, transgressions, and
passages that are in need of additional clarification.
One goal in this present chapter, therefore, will be to reconstruct the
historical genesis of Vygotsky's thinking in the domain of concept-
formation research. The principal writings here are Sakharov (1928; 1930),
Vygotsky (1930h; 1931h; 1934a; 1934h; 1935f; 1935h) and Shif (1935).
Another goal will be to clarify the way Vygotsky's ideas in this domain were
linked with the general nature of his thinking in the respective periods.
Replicating and Extending Ach
Concept-formation Research
The first cultural-historical writings on concept-formation research were
linked with the new tradition created by Ach (1921) and were written by
Vygotsky's collaborator at the Experimental Institute of Psychology, L. S.
Sakharov (Sakharov, 1928; 1930). Sakharov's posthumously published
lecture at the Paedological Conference in Moscow on January 1, 1928 - he
committed suicide on May 10 of the same year1 - provides some insight in
the way Vygotsky and his collaborators looked at the state of concept-
formation research (Sakharov, 1930).
'A Commission had to investigate the case. In a letter to Sakharov's widow one month after
the death of her husband, Vygotsky mentions that the Commission apparently stiU had not
been formed. In this very warm and sensitive letter he also mentions that, overwhelmed by
sorrow, he had not yet been able to resume Sakharov's work (Vygotsky in a lener to
Sakharova, dated July 17, 1928).
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Sakharov began his talk by mentioning two ways of investigating chil-
dren's conceptual thinking and their disadvantages. The first method is that
of asking for a definition: an experimenter lists the features of a concept and
asks the child for its name, or he mentions several concepts and asks the
child to give the superordinate concept. One problem with this method is
that it cannot reveal the development of concepts since one investigates only
the qualitative characteristics of concepts the child already has at his
disposal. In addition, the method is purely verbal and therefore one cannot
see how the child uses these concepts in practical dealing with objects.
Finally, one is faced with the problem that children may mean different
things by the same words. Sakharov concluded that the method of definition
was unsuitable and turned to the second method of investigating conceptual
development: the direct method. All versions of the direct method have in
common that a subject is presented with a set of objects that may have one
or more features in common (cf. Grünbaum, 1908). The task may be to find
in subset A an object that resembles another object in subset B, or to group
similar objects together, etc. Tasks of this type were presented by Luria to
Uzbek subjects in 1931 and 1932 (see chapter 10). In the opinion of
Sakharov and Vygotsky, however, these methods had one basic shortcom-
ing: the functional role of words in the abstraction process is excluded (see
Ach, 1921, p. 28 for the same point). Using this nonverbal approach one
cannot expose the role words play in the formation of concepts and the
child's behavior will be fully determined by the objects' characteristics.
Thus, while the method of definition attempts to understand the process of
concept-formation on a purely verbal plane — in isolation from the concrete
objects the concepts refer to - the direct method investigates concept-
formation in the purely practical sphere - in isolation from the guiding role
of words.
Ach's Search Method
Vygotsky and Sakharov believed that the ideal method of studying concept-
formation should involve the simultaneous introduction of both objects and
words. A decisive step forwards in this respect was made by Ach in his
famous Über die Begriffsbildung (1921), in particular with his "search
method" (Suchmethode). Ach started his investigations from four theoreti-
cal assumptions that were very close to Vygotsky's thinking at the time.
First, research should study the development of concepts and not its finished
products (1921, p. 1). Secondly, the method had to be developmental-
synthetic, that is one should study the way words acquire significative
meaning, the way they transform into symbols. Therefore, one has to start
with words that originally have no meaning, that is, nonsense words, and
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trace the way they develop into meaningful units (Ach, 1921, pp. 1—2; p.
32). Thirdly, concepts serve a definite function in thinking and man is no
passive receiver of impressions as Galton had it (1921, pp. 28-9). There-
fore, one has to bring the subjects into a situation where the concepts can
play a functional role and are as indispensable as the tools in Köhler's
experiments with chimpanzees (1921, p. 32). Ach's new method of investi-
gating children's thinking and the reasoning behind it made an enormous
impression on the psychological world and a new research tradition started
virtually immediately (e.g. Bacher, 1925; Rimât, 1925; Usnadze, 1924;
1929; 1930).
It is not difficult to see how the new approach accorded with Vygotsky's
thinking of the time. As we saw in the preceding chapter, the idea of a
genetic approach, the idea of words as tools, and the comparison with
Köhler's chimpanzee experiments were all akin to the set of ideas put
forward in the cultural-historical theory. However, although Ach's search
method constituted a big step forwards in concept-formation research it was
not without its faults, according to Vygotsky and Sakharov. It will be
remembered that Ach's search method consisted of presenting the subjects
(mostly children) with twelve objects of different form (cubes, cylinders,
triangles), size (big, small), and weight (heavy, light). Each object had a tag
with its name on it according to the following rule: the three heavy and big
objects were called "Gazun," the light and big objects "Ras," the heavy and
small objects "taro," and the light and small objects "fal." After a training
period - during which the child repeatedly had to lift the objects and to read
out loud their names - the tags were taken away and subjects had to select
the objects with the name specified by the experimenter. In further series the
number of objects was enlarged by adding the dimension of color (yellow,
red, and blue). Also Ach tested the subjects' understanding of the newly
acquired concepts by asking questions like "Is a Gazun bigger than a fal?"
etc. It comes as no surprise that several researchers quickly realized the
diagnostic value of the search method and developed it into an intelligence
test (Bacher, 1925; Rimât, 1925; see also Sakharov, 1928 on Bacher's
paper). Vygotsky and Sakharov thought that Ach's search method, although
of immense value, had two shortcomings. The first disadvantage of the
method was that the subject's mental processes were insufficiently external-
ized. Having investigated fifteen normal and retarded children in the sum-
mer and fall of 1927 Sakharov came to the conclusion that the training
period did not allow the experimenter to study the subjects' mental proces-
ses. Ach's solution to this problem - which was to rely on the subjects'
introspection for this period - was unacceptable to Sakharov. A second
disadvantage of Ach's method was that his artificial world of objects was
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fully symmetrical. To Sakharov this was uncharacteristic of real life and he
proposed instead to start with an unorganized set of objects that could only
be ordered with the help of words.
The Revised Search Method
On the basis of these considerations Sakharov and Vygotsky developed the
revised search method, in which subjects were presented with objects of (1)
different colors (yellow, red, green, black; and white); (2) different shape
(prisms, parallelepipeds, cylinders); (3) different height (low, tall); and (4)
different base surface (large, small). The names of the objects had been
written on their underside and were, therefore, invisible. The nonsense
words connected with the objects were "bat" (for small and low objects),
"dek" (small and tail), "roc" (large and low), and "mup" (large and tall).
The twenty to thirty objects were placed in a disorganized fashion on one
part of a games board which had various segments. The number of objects
belonging to each category was unequal. The experimenter now turned one
of the objects upside down, had the child read its name, and put it — with its
name visible - in a separate segment of the board explaining that this was
the toy of children from another culture and that there were more of these
toys among the objects. It was explained that if the child would find the
other "toys" he would win a prize. The child was encouraged to work
carefully and slowly and the order in which he selected the "toys" was
recorded as well as the time used. After the child had made an incorrect
selection the experimenter would have him turn one of the objects not
selected upside down and read its name. This new instance of the concept
was then laid next to the first one and all other objects were put in their
original place. The child, thus, had to start the selection process all over
again, now having two instances of the concept at his disposal. This - rather
frustrating — process continued until the child had correctly finished the
task. In between the experimenter would ask the child to explain the reasons
for his choice and to give a definition of the concept "toy."
It is clear that this revised search method has many elements in common
with Ach's original method but that several important changes had been
made. Most importantly the names of the objects are at first invisible and
after each attempt at selection the child has one more name on which to
base his hypothesis. Sakharov saw the revised search method as a special
version of the method of double stimulation where the gradually changing
relation between the two types of stimuli - words and objects - is external-
ized to an extreme degree.
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Empirical Results
On the basis of the first experiments with adults and school children (he
prepared an investigation of preschool children by replacing the words by
colored signs) Sakharov claimed that one could distinguish three stages in
concept-formation. At first, children would see the words as individual
signs, or proper names. In the second stage the word would become a family
name tied to a specific set of objects. Only in the third and final stage it
would become an abstract concept (Sakharov, 1930, p. 32). Unfortunately,
Sakharov made no attempt to illustrate these supposed stages by reference
to the experimental data gathered. In a footnote to Sakharov's paper it was
mentioned that the investigations he started had been finished by Vygotsky,
Kotelova, and Pashkovskaya and that they had prepared a monograph for
publication. This monograph was never published, but one does find a
disproportionally long chapter in The Paedology of the Adolescent (later
published as chapter 5 of Thinking and Speech) which deals with these
further investigations. It is, therefore, to this chapter we have to turn in
order to get an idea of the nature of the experimental findings.
First Vygotsky briefly reiterated the arguments put forward by Sakharov
(1930), adding an additional difference between the revised search method
and Ach's original procedure: the subjects cannot proceed inductively, but
have to work from the top downwards, that is, starting from hypotheses.
Having studied "more than 300" subjects (children, adolescents, adults,
mental and other patients) Vygotsky concluded that "the development of
the processes that later on lead to the formation of concepts is rooted deeply
in childhood, but only in adolescence mature, take shape, and develop those
intellectual functions that in their unique constellation form the psychologi-
cal foundation of the concept-formation process" (Vygotsky, 1931h, pp.
240—1; 1934a, p. 114). This conclusion he contrasted with the opinion of
contemporaries, such as Charlotte Bühler, who had claimed that the princi-
pal mental operations are completed at a very early age and that further
mental growth consists purely in acquiring new knowledge. At this time,
however, Vygotsky had become convinced that in mental development both
form (the mental operations, such as concepts) and content (knowledge)
change in an intricate interdependent process, a process which reminds one
of the dialectical interplay that Vygotsky envisioned in works of art (see
chapter 2). Thus, the mature adult concepts were preceded by various
"protoconcepts" that Vygotsky set out to describe in great detail. His
leading idea still was that the principal difference between lower and higher
types of mental activity is that the latter are operations mediated through
signs (Vygotsky, 1931h; p. 245; 1934a, p. 118).
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What, then, were the child's ways of classification or generalization that
preceded fully grown concepts? Vygotsky distinguished three stages in the
child's development towards real conceptual thinking: (1) the stage of
syncretism; (2) the stage of the formation of complexes; and (3) the stage of
potential concept-formation. In the first, syncretic stage (the term "syncret-
ism" was borrowed from Claparède and Piaget (1923)) objects are grouped
together by the child on the basis of irrelevant perceptual factors, such as
spatial proximity. The objects grouped together, therefore, do not necessar-
ily have any features in common. One might immediately object that if
children did attach words to objects in this singular way then communica-
tion with adults would become rather difficult. In this respect Vygotsky
relied heavily on Usnadze (1930) who had introduced the notion of "func-
tional equivalents" to clarify this issue. Usnadze — who used Ach's search
method and whose investigations of children's way of grouping objects
show many similarities to those of Vygotsky and his collaborators -
observed that children can communicate with adults in an adequate way
while the words they use are still not concepts in a real sense. He then
continued by stating that children's words are the "functional equivalents"
(Usnadze, 1930, p. 140) of adults' concepts and described their nature in
great detail. Communication between adults using real concepts and chil-
dren using their functional equivalents was considered possible, because
adult and child share a common context in the form of the object-world
they are referring to. Because of this shared context, their word meanings or
concepts will partially overlap (Vygotsky, 1931h, pp. 246-7). The stage of
syncretic ordering of the objects was subdivided by Vygotsky into three
substages. In the first substage children would work on a "trial and error"
basis selecting arbitrary objects and trying arbitrary others when corrected.
In the second substage they would select those objects that were spatially
close to each other in the original configuration. The third substage is very
vaguely described by Vygotsky, but one gets the impression that in this the
children selected various syncretic groups, from which they selected several
objects to form yet another syncretic group. For Vygotsky, this two-step
process was one step further removed from an ordering on the basis of
perceptual features and, therefore, he considered it to be a more advanced
substage than the two substages mentioned before. Incidentally, it is not
easy to see how this ordering behavior would become evident in an
experiment using the revised search method.
In the second stage the children will arrange the objects into "comple-
xes," that is, they will select objects on the basis of some concrete, objective
feature but the selected feature may seem irrelevant to adults and will
anyhow be changed one or more times during the ordering process. The
result is that subgroups of objects will share one or more features but it is
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not possible to find one single feature that is shared by all instances of the
"complex." Thus, while the instances of a real concept all have one or more
features in common, this is not true for a "complex." Vygotsky — as
Sakharov did before — compared complexes to family names: each member
of a family has some traits in common with other members but all members
do not necessarily share one trait. The thinking in complexes is superior to
syncretic thinking as the ordering is now done on the basis of objectively
existing object features. Interestingly enough - for it seems to indicate an
acceptance of Piagetian concepts - Vygotsky (1931h, p. 248) claimed that a
child thinking in complexes "overcomes, to a certain extent, his egocentr-
ism."
The stage of complex formation was subdivided by Vygotsky into five
substages:
1 Associative complexes. In this substage the child adds objects to the
first object, because they share one (shifting) feature with it. One object may
be selected because it shares its color with the starting object, another
because it has a similar form, etc. Also contrast may lead to inclusion.
Vygotsky (1931h, p. 251) remarked that for the child in this substage words
stop being proper names and become family names (cf. Sakharov, 1930).
2 Collections. The idea of collections is that those objects are grouped
together that are complementary to one another. Thus, when the starting
object is a yellow pyramid the child will add objects with other colors and
another form until all forms and colors are represented. Vygotsky observed
that such an attitude is based on observing objects together in their concrete
functional context (e.g. a fork, a knife, and a plate) and suggests that it is
common among adults too, but in particular among the mentally diseased.
We might add that Luria (1974) observed a similar tendency among
illiterate peasants during his expedition to Uzbekistan also in 1931 (see
chapter 10).
3 Chain complexes. In this substage a child who has to Stan with a
yellow triangle (that is, the experimenter has explained to the child that this
is a toy of children from a different culture and has asked him to find the
other toys) may add all other triangles and then - if the last triangle happens
to be blue — add all other blue objects, etc. Thus, the selection criterion
changes all the time, but the child is solely inspired by the last object it has
selected and has stopped taking into account the original yellow triangle.
4 Diffuse complexes. This type of ordering of the objects is characte-
rized by the fact that the selection criterion itself becomes very diffuse. Thus,
starting with a yellow triangle, the child might add a trapezium because its
form is vaguely similar to that of a triangle. The trapezium might be
followed by a square, again of vaguely similar form, etc. The same tendency
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may be observed for the color dimension. The substage of the formation of
diffuse complexes once again shows a principal trait of complexes: they can
be supplemented in any direction and therefore have no boundaries.
5 Pseudoconcepts. The most important trait of pseudoconcepts is that
they phenotypically encompass the same objects as a real concept but
originate in a quite different way. As an example Vygotsky {1931h, pp.
256—7) mentions that a child may add all available triangles to a given
yellow triangle. This behavior might be based on a real understanding of the
geometrical concept "triangle," but often is not: the child has relied on some
very concrete perceptual features. Vygotsky thus seems to indicate here that
a real concept (like "triangle") rests on the understanding of some abstract
features that are not given in the perceptual world. Thus, the pseudocon-
cepts are a perfect example of a case where the word meanings (the
application of words to concrete objects) of children and adults coincide but
where their understanding is at different levels. In Vygotsky's analysis this
phenomenon appears because the adults steer the children's word-use,
forcing them to apply the word "triangle" to the same set of objects as an
adult would. This joint reference (the extension of the word), however, does
insure adequate communication but not the same level of thought. Vygotsky
concluded, therefore, that Ach was wrong to equate word-meaning with
concept, as the child and adult may refer to the same set of objects (have the
same word-meaning) but rely on different psychological operations (con-
crete features versus abstract définirions). The use of words that refer to
common sets of objects enable the adequate communication between adult
and child, but the child still has to travel a long road until his understanding
of a concept coincides with that of the adult.2 Vygotsky concluded that the
pseudoconcepts form the most prevalent and convincing example of
Usnadze's notion of concepts' functional equivalents. Vygotsky thought
that it was through verbal interaction with adults - "that powerful motor of
the development of children's concepts" - that the pseudoconcepts would
develop into real concepts. In one of his characteristic Hegel-like asides
Vygotsky concluded that the concept in itself and for others exists before it
2Unfortunately, Vygotsky used the term "word-meaning" in a very different sense as well.
Discussing linguistic research (through Peterson, 1930) he mentioned Husserl's famous exam-
ple of the "winner at Jena" and the "loser at Waterloo" and accepted the distinction between
"word-meaning" (znachetue; technically "intension") and "object reference" (predmetnaja
otnesennost; technically "extension"). He now applied this new terminology to his empirical
findings stating that the "object references" of the words used by children and adults coincide
while the "word-meanings" they use differ. Using this new terminology he now claimed that
we have to investigate the way children's word-meanings change during development. This will
also be the sense in which the term will be used in the remaining part of this chapter.
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exists for the child himself, that is, the child may apply words correctly
before he consciously realizes the real concept.
Having sketched this global development from syncretic thinking up to
pseudoconcepts on the basis of his experimental findings, Vygotsky set out
to argue that this development also could be shown to coincide with the
known psychological findings of the time. In this respect he claimed that his
findings harmonized with the facts known about children's language
development and about the development of human language per se
(Vygotsky, 193Ih, pp. 264-73). He also claimed that the phenomenon of
participation in primitive thinking first observed by Lévy-Bruhl (see chapter
9) could be explained in the light of these findings. In his view, the claim by
the Bororo that they were red parrots - an event which led Lévy-Bruhl to
introduce the concept of participation — should not be interpreted to mean
that they felt they were identical to parrots. Rather, the claim simply implied
that these people felt that they and parrots belonged to the same family.
Lévy-Bruhl was wrong, then, in interpreting the family complex used by the
Bororo as if it were a real concept where all instances share some common
feature.
In chapter 10 of The Paedology of the Adolescent (and, therefore, also in
chapter 5 of Thinking and Speech) - Vygotsky concluded his discussion of
children's conceptual development by stating that the development he had
sketched constituted only one aspect of a complex whole. For in his opinion
the formation of syncretic wholes and complexes rested on the combination
of similar objects into sets. For analytical purposes, however, the ability to
combine objects on the ground of similarity could be distinguished from the
ability to analyze, to separate, to abstract from certain features and high-
light others. The development of the ability to abstract would partially
overlap with the child's growing ability to form sets of similar objects and
real concept-formation would demand a complete mastering of both abili-
ties. The third stage preceding the final stage of real concept-formation
would combine these abilities and would lead to "potential concepts," a
term borrowed from Groos. However, the description of these potential
concepts and their difference from pseudoconcepts and real concepts is
utterly vague and one feels that Vygotsky's attempt to link his empirically
established sequence of stages with the findings of other authors is rather
awkward. We also simply have to accept at face value his statement that the
transition from thinking in potential concepts to thinking in real concepts
only takes place in adolescence (Vygotsky, 1931h, p. 281). The fact that
adolescents may have substantial problems in defining the concepts they
have formed, led Vygotsky to the statement that the conscious realization
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(Claparèdc's prise de conscience) and logical definition of a concept comes
after mastering it through practice.
Conclusions
Summarizing, we could say that Sakharov and Vygotsky developed an
interesting version of Ach's search method which may have some advanta-
ges over the original one. However, a major disadvantage of the revised
search method might be that the child has to start the classification process
all over again after each attempt. This is a rather frustrating procedure for
younger children in particular, as Vygotsky himself would realize some
years later (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 244). The developmental sequence estab-
lished (in many ways similar to the results found by researchers such as
Werner, Usnadze, and Piaget) also deserves careful attention. Several critical
remarks, however, can be made. In the first place it is very difficult to grasp
the classification process behind the different stages listed by Vygotsky. As
happened so often in his work, he did not present the raw material in the
form of protocols and he never gave an example of a classification based on
a pseudoconcept versus a classification based on a real concept. It is,
consequently, rather difficult to understand the difference between pseudo-
concepts and real concepts. One gets the impression that what Sakharov
and Vygotsky had in mind were, respectively, a classification based on
perceptually given features versus a classification based on geometrical
properties possibly explicitly stated in the form of a definition. Thus, a child
who combined all triangles because "they look alike" operated with a
pseudoconcept, whereas an adolescent who combined all triangles because
"they are triangles and not squares etc." would operate with a real concept
(in particular if the adolescent was able to give a formal definition of the
concept "triangle"). This distinction, however, is only inferred from the
different available texts and not based on any explicitly stated claims.
Despite these critical remarks one can see why the research done with
Ach's revised search method was of fundamental importance to Vygotsky.
For the investigations proved the idea - put forward by Usnadze and others
- that children, adolescents, and adults may mean different things by the
same words. It showed that children's learning of words marks only the
onset of a semantic development that may take years to reach its culmina-
tion point. In a way, then, children and adults are living in a different
semantic universe and the words they use coincide only in that they refer to
the same objects. In the final years of his life, Vygotsky investigated how this
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semantic fabric becomes transformed in the course of the years and what
factors are of fundamental importance in determining this transformation
process.
Replicating and Extending Piaget
New Themes
Vygotsky's last contributions to the domain of concept-formation can be
found in the sixth chapter of Thinking and Speech and were dictated by him
in the Spring of 1934. By this time themes such as the relation between
education and development, the zone of proximal development, and the
idea of a formal discipline had been dominating his thinking for some time
(see chapter 13) and it is only natural that they were present in his renewed
discussion of concept-formation research. Thus, Vygotsky clearly repeated
the content of various of the talks he gave in the year before (1933), using
the same examples, referring to the same authors, and in general drawing
the same conclusions. The content of these talks was transcribed and
printed in another posthumously published book, entitled The Mental
Development of Children in Education (Vygotsky, 1935h; see also chapter
13). However, the sixth chapter of Thinking and Speech also contained
some new themes: a discussion of a new approach to the study of concept
development; and a renewed appraisal of some of Piaget's findings in the
light of this approach.
It is interesting to see how Vygotsky evaluated the experiments carried
out by himself, Sakharov, Pashkovskaya, and Kotelova five years before,
and how he prompted the new turn his concept-formation research had
taken. He now believed that the best result one can expect from such
artificial experiments is a crude sketch of the different stages of concept
development, for one can never understand the way each new stage evolves
from the preceding one and is dependent on it (1934a, p. 244). In the
investigations using the revised search method "each time in each stage
(syncretes, complexes, concepts) we again took the relation of the word to
the object, ignoring that each new level in the development of generalization
rests on the generalization of the preceding levels." This shortcoming was
caused, Vygotsky reasoned, by the set-up of the experiment, which provided
neither the explanation of the relation between the different levels of
conceptual thinking and the transfer from one level to another, nor the
understanding of the relations of generality since, according to the logic of
the experiment, the subject had (1) to start all over again after each attempt
at grouping the objects, thus annulling the work done and the generaliza-
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tions found; and (2) to work with concepts of a rather low level. The
investigation of real-life concepts was meant to remedy these shortcomings
and, in particular, to demonstrate the way the environment might steer the
development of children's concepts.
There follows a discussion of Vygotsky's new investigations into chil-
dren's conceptual thinking and the reasons for Vygotsky's self-critical
remarks will be explained. It will also become clear that Vygotsky's later
concept-formation research was, above all, an attempt to rethink and
extend Piaget's research in this field.
Replicating Piaget
Vygotsky and his collaborators - most importantly Leont'ev - had been
trying to replicate Piaget's main findings since approximately 1928. Thus,
Pashkovskaya replicated Piaget's (1926) experiments and investigated
adolescents' conceptual thinking by clinically interviewing them, asking
questions like "What is love?" (see Vygotsky, 1931h, pp. 303-6). Leont'ev
translated and adapted Piaget's (1924) questions, which were supposed to
demonstrate children's ability to use "although" and "because" conjunctions
(see Vygotsky, 1931h, pp. 235-66); and, Leont'ev and Shejn adapted Piaget's
investigation of children's understanding of proverbs (1923). Among other
things, they observed the interesting finding that children tended to change
their answers when asked to explain them. In their view this was caused by
the restructuring influence of external speech and to test this idea they asked
one group of children to write down the solution to the proverb task and
another one to reason aloud. As expected the answers differed substantially
(see Vygotsky, 1931h, pp. 327-30). Unfortunately, the references to these
investigations — and there were quite probably many more, most of them
carried out by students - are few and utterly vague, but we do know that
many hundreds of subjects were investigated using Piagetian tasks.
Two Types of Concepts
Piaget's distinction between spontaneous and nonspontaneous concepts and
his general conceptualization of the relation between education and
development, as expressed in the writings available at the time, were, by
1932, central to Vygotsky's concerns (Piaget, 1921; 1923; 1924; 1926;
1927a; 1927b; 1932; 1933; Piaget and Rossello, 1921; Margaraiz and
Piaget, 1925; see also chapter 13).
In his preface to Shif (1935) (also published as part of chapter 6 of
Thinking and Speech) Vygotsky explained at some length why he was
interested in the investigation of both spontaneous and scientific concepts.
270 THE CULTURAL-HISTORICAL THEORY
By spontaneous concepts he meant concepts that are acquired by the child
outside of the context of explicit instruction. In themselves these concepts
are mostly taken from adults, but they never have been introduced to the
child in a systematic fashion and no attempts have been made to connect
them with other, related concepts. Because Vygotsky explicitly acknow-
ledged the role of adults in the formation of these so-called spontaneous
concepts he preferred to call them "everyday" concepts, thus avoiding the
idea that they had been spontaneously invented by the child. Examples of
everyday concepts would be the concepts used by Piaget such as "brother"
and "house." By "scientific" concepts Vygotsky meant concepts that had
been explicitly introduced by a teacher at school. Ideally such concepts
would cover the essential aspects of an area of knowledge and would be
presented as a system of interrelated ideas. Thus, in Shif's investigation the
area of knowledge studied was the development of Communism in the
Soviet Union and the clarifying concepts introduced were, for example,
"serfdom," "exploitation," "bourgeois," and "revolution."
The Need to Investigate Scientific Concepts
Vygotsky wondered whether the mastering of these two types of concepts
might take different roads and was in favour of the investigation of the
development of scientific concepts in particular: Piaget had discarded
their investigation since in his opinion they only reflect the mastering of
cultural knowledge and do not truly reflect the characteristics of the
child's mind. In Vygotsky's view this attitude was the result of several
erroneous fundamental assumptions in Piaget's theory. First, it was self-
contradictory to claim that theoretical concepts do not reflect the child's
way of thinking as Piaget himself had shown that concepts are transformed
in the process of mastering them, so there was no reason to restrict this
finding to spontaneous concepts. Secondly, in accepting that nonsponta-
neous concepts do not reflect the characteristics of the child's way of
thinking one is forced also to accept that there is an unbridgeable gap
between the two types of concepts, which was what Piaget actually did. He
did not see the way these concepts are united in the child's mind. Thirdly,
these views led to a tension in Piaget's thinking: on the one hand it was
claimed that the study of nonspontaneous concepts cannot reveal the
characteristics of the child's way of thinking. Their study is, therefore,
pointless. On the other hand, one of the pillars of Piaget's system is that the
child's thinking is gradually socialized. Schooling is one of the most concen-
trated forms of socialization. However, in Piaget's view the scientific
concepts taught at school are not related to the child's spontaneous con-
cepts. It is difficult to see, therefore, how socialization and spontaneous
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development are connected in Piaget's thinking. Vygotsky connected this
problem to Piaget's more general view of education and development and
their relation. According to Vygotsky Piaget saw the child's cognitive
development as the replacement or suppression of the original ways of
thinking by new ones. In this view the concepts taught at school are
incompatible with the child's spontaneous concepts and, as such, their study
cannot possibly reveal anything of the child's particular ways of thinking.
One has to know the child's spontaneous thinking in order to be able to
fight it. Vygotsky fundamentally disagreed with all of these views and the
many investigations he supervised in this period were set up to disprove
such views. One of the most well-known is ShiPs (1935) study of everyday
and scientific concepts.
Shif s Study: Teaching a Communist World-View
Shif started her investigation in 1932, trying to combine a theoretical
interest with the societal demands of the time. One year before the Party had
warned against attempts to teach Soviet children an anti-proletarian world-
view (CK VKP(b) September 5, 1931). Apparently, the attempts to teach
children a sound communist view of the history of the Soviet Union had not
been overly successful. Shif consequently selected the concepts taught in the
course on the history of the communist movement in the Soviet Union
(obshchestvovedenie) as examples of scientific concepts. Following Piaget's
format, she constructed questions ending in mid-sentence on "although" or
"because" that had to be completed by the children. A successful comple-
tion demonstrated a correct use of the concept involved. It is interesting to
look at several of the sentences used. The questions regarding everyday
concepts had been translated by Leont'ev years before and were of the type:
"The girl reads badly, although..." and "The pilot fell with his airplane
because..." The examples of questions regarding scientific concepts that
Shif added now seem slightly more exotic. They were of the type: "The
police shot the revolutionaries because..."; "The capitalists prepare for a
war against the USSR because..."; "There are still workers who believe in
god, although..."; and "Kulaks and popes do not have the right to be
voted into the Soviets because...".
Shif and her collaborator Latysheva presented these questions to 36
children from the second class and 43 children from the fourth class. As
children were admitted at the Soviet elementary school at the age of seven,
this implies that the children's age ranged between seven and 11. The
everyday test was the same for both classes but the scientific test differed
because of the different curricula the children followed. In the second class
all children were interviewed individually. In the fourth class all children
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TABLE 11.1 Percentage of correct answers given in scientific and everyday tests for
two age groups (after Shif, 1935, p. 48)
Class Everyday Scientific
4
"because"
"although"
"because"
"although"
59
16
81
66
80
21
82
80
wrote down their answers at the same time and were interviewed after-
wards. The main quantitative results of Shif s investigation can be summa-
rized as follows (see table 11.1).
Shif noted that the performance of children in the second class was much
better when answering the "because" questions concerning "scientific"
material than when dealing with material covering everyday knowledge. She
ascribed this to the instruction by a teacher: the children simply remem-
bered the right answers. Shif elaborated her study by subdividing both
correct and incorrect answers into several subcategories. For example,
incorrect answers might be so classified because of the replacement of one
conjunction by the other (e.g. "the child fell off his bike, although he was
not cautious." The child has replaced "because" by "although"), or might
be simply tautological, etc. Correct answers were classified as "schematic"
when the child literally repeated what he had been taught at school using
stereotypical phrases. Employing these subdivisions Shif found that the
answers to "scientific" questions although answered correctly more often,
were frequently of a rather schematic nature. The children in the second
class were clearly not really understanding what they said - that is, the
semantic level of their concepts was low (Shif, 1935, p. 37). The children
had mastered the correct use of the concepts but these were still empty for
them and not filled with concrete, personal knowledge. The answers to the
everyday questions, on the contrary, were never of this schematic, stereoty-
pical nature. On the other hand, tautological answers (e.g. the child fell off
his bike, because he fell off his bike) were absent in the scientific test and
rather prevalent in the case of everyday questions (14 percent in the case of
"because" questions in the second class). Shif was inclined to interpret this
phenomenon positively. In her view the need to repeat the scientific material
in the classroom, the necessity to answer to questions about this material,
and to explain these answers, led the child to the conscious realization of the
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scientific concepts. It was the lack of such conscious realization that led
children to give tautological answers in the everyday test, that is, in the
situation Piaget had investigated. We thus can see the positive and negative
aspects of everyday and scientific concepts in the second class. In the area of
scientific knowledge, that the children apply the concepts correctly more
often is a positive factor. They will also explain their answers more
frequently. The negative side of scientific concepts in this age group is that
the answers and their explanation are frequently of a stereotypical nature.
The everyday concepts are strong where the scientific ones are weak, and
vice versa. Stereotyped answers are lacking for everyday concepts but the
number of correct answers is lower and children have more trouble in
explaining their answers.
As can be seen in table 11.1 the results for the "although" questions for
this age group were rather different. Shif found no systematic differences
between the quality of the children's answers in both areas. The replacement
of the conjunction "although" with "because," for example, took place in
39.5 percent and 39.8 percent of the answers to, respectively, everyday and
scientific questions. Shif concluded that the results for the scientific and the
everyday test were identical. The finding that scientific concepts for
"although" conjunctions demonstrated no superiority she explained by
referring to the fact that the scientific material was introduced to the
children emphasizing causes and corollories. Constructions with
"because" would be thus far more prevalent in the classroom. The
generally lower number of correct answers to "although" questions demon-
strated that this conjunction was more difficult to grasp for younger
children.
Of the children in the fourth class Shif pointed out that with "because"
questions in both areas we find a high percentage of correct answers (81
percent and 82 percent), indicating that the children have mastered the
causal way of thinking. A more detailed analysis of the answers in the
scientific area shows that the children's answers have lost their stereotypical
character and are full of concrete content. In contrast with the younger
children, the children from the fourth class do not simply repeat the
memorized material but rather have understood the reasoning behind it.
The answers to the "although" questions are somewhat weaker but still
largely correct. The results for the scientific area were better, which again
indicated to Shif the importance of systematic instruction.
The question now arises how this set of results — which was confirmed in
a replication experiment by students of the Herzen Pedagogical Institute in
1933 (see Shif, 1935, p. 43) - could be explained in a developmental
perspective. Shifs answer to this question was clearly influenced by the set
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of ideas Vygotsky adopted in 1933 (she wrote the theoretical part of her
dissertation in the spring of 1934). She claimed that explicit instruction in a
subject at school leads to the use of certain ways of thinking within specific
areas. Gradually these ways of thinking will spread to other areas and elevate
the child's thinking to a higher level. Thus, the correct and explained use
of "because" conjunctions is first introduced in a scientific context and will
only later generalize to everyday thinking. The explicit classroom instruc-
tion creates a zone of proximal development for the child (see chapter 13).
The same holds true for the use of "although" conjunctions: in the fourth
class its use within the scientific area is still superior to its use in everyday
thinking but this difference will probably gradually disappear in the next
few years of the child's development. Education, therefore, prepares the
road for the child's cognitive development.
Shif versus Piaget
Shifs results were in sharp contradiction to the views attributed to Piaget.
First, Shif had shown that the grasp of scientific concepts does reflect the
child's way of thinking, for the understanding of these concepts was quite
different for the two age groups and showed the peculiarities specific to the
age groups. This finding also confirmed Vygotsky's earlier claim that the
word-meanings develop slowly for children. Secondly, Shif claimed that
everyday concepts and scientific concepts are united in the child's mind as
the former are presumably brought to a higher level by the teaching of the
latter. For both Shif and Vygotsky it followed that that the scientific
concepts taught at school and everyday concepts were not incompatible, but
rather they were partners in an intricate interrelationship. Of course,
Vygotsky reasoned, one cannot teach scientific concepts to a child when his
everyday concepts have not reached a certain minimal level. Scientific
concepts, therefore, have their foundation in everyday concepts. But as soon
as the scientific concepts have been mastered they will start to transform the
child's everyday concepts, bringing these to a higher level of understanding.
A consequence of this view was that education was seen as one of the factors
bringing about cognitive development and not as the provider of finished
knowledge that can be swallowed verbatim by the child as soon as he has
reached a certain maturational level.
All of these conclusions contradicted the views attributed to Piaget above.
Of course, the conclusions were of highly speculative nature. One problem
is that it is not very clear how the teaching of scientific concepts, such as
"exploitation" and "proletarian" would lead to a better use of "because"
and "although" conjunctions. The use of these conjunctions may be more
frequent in a curriculum taught at school but in itself there seems no simple
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logical connection between the "scientific" nature of ideas and the use of
these connections. Shif would probably have argued in reply to this criticism
that the forms of thinking (the use of conjunctions) cannot be separated
from their content (scientific versus everyday knowledge). But the present
authors would argue that there is a fundamental ambiguity in ShiPs and
Vygotsky's reasoning about scientific and everyday concepts. On the one
hand one may distinguish between concepts that do (scientific) or do not
(everyday) reflect essential properties of the phenomena studied — in Vygots-
ky's reasoning "essential" would refer to abstract and not perceptually
given features. The mastering of one or other type of concept would be
reflected in the child's answers to questions, his ways of solving tasks, etc.
On the other hand, the scientific concepts are introduced in a very special
setting that implies the training of various (meta)cognirive skills. Thus,
children are asked to rehearse these concepts, to state them explicitly, to
explain them, etc. The training of these (meta)cognitive skills will probably
be reflected in the child's way of solving various tasks. Vygotsky never
attempted to distinguish these two aspects of mastering scientific concepts
and, indeed, his notion of scientific concepts clearly involved the training of
(meta)cognitive skills. For it is probably the mastering of these skills that
leads to the most important achievements of adolescence, that is, the
conscious realization and arbitrary use of mental tools.
Even if all this is accepted, and several methodological objections that
might be raised about her investigation ignored, it seems clear to the present
writers that Shif s main argument — that the higher number of correct
answers to questions concerning everyday knowledge was the result of the
preceding teaching of scientific concepts - is still contentious. It was still
rather unclear how this reforming influence of the teaching of scientific
concepts would come about and it was not without reason, therefore, that
Vygotsky devoted much reasoning to this problem in the remaining parts of
the sixth chapter of his Thinking and Speech.
Conscious Realization and Deliberate Use
To support his arguments for the influence of scientific concepts Vygotsky
repeatedly (see Vygotsky, 1934a, pp. 178-80; pp. 235-7) had recourse to
an analogy. He said that the mastering of scientific concepts would relate to
the mastering of everyday concepts as the learning of a foreign language to
the learning of the mother tongue. The mother tongue is learned sponta-
neously and unsystematically and although children learn to apply the
words correctly they usually do not consciously realize what grammatical
rules they apply in doing so and could not possibly formulate them.
Common to everyday concepts and the mother tongue, then, is that in both
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cases the child combines a more or less correct use with a fundamental lack
of conscious realization of the rules involved. The child chooses the right
words and concepts, but cannot yet reflect on and prompt the choices made
(cf. Piaget, 1924). A foreign language, however, is learned in a very different
way. In this case the grammar is introduced explicitly and children are
taught to explain their choice of certain verbs, cases etc. This will necessarily
lead to a conscious realization of the rules involved and to their deliberate
use. Consequently, children will have less difficulty in explaining their
choices than in the case of their own language. In this sense the learning of a
foreign language leads to the same beneficial results as mastering scientific
concepts: the child can deliberately make choices and can explain them
since he can reflect on the rules involved. Vygotsky reasoned that ideally this
new ability will carry over to his own language, and he will start seeing his
own language as a special case of a larger group of languages that share
many properties. Likewise, a child learning algebra will ideally begin to see
the rules of arithmetic as a special case of a larger and more general set of
rules (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 235). Vygotsky claimed that a child having
learned a foreign language has acquired a set of notions that enables him to
reflect on his own language and consciously to realize the rules he had thus
far been applying automatically. Vygotsky carried the analogy still further:
both scientific concepts and words from a foreign language have a mediated
nature, he argued. For the words of a foreign language are learned as
translations of words already known and not by ostension. Thus, the native
speaker of English will have learned the word "nose" as his mother
repeatedly pointed to various noses and pronounced the corresponding
word. The Russian word "nos", however, he will learn simply as the
translation of "nose." Therefore words of our mother language would have
a direct tie to the object world, whereas foreign words would be tied to the
object world only via the words of our mother tongue. The same would
hold true for everyday and scientific concepts, Vygotsky argued. Everyday
concepts such as "farmer" and "worker" find their reference in the concrete
world of the child, whereas scientific concepts such as "exploitation" and
"serfdom" do not. The understanding of the scientific concept "exploita-
tion" assumes the understanding of the everyday concept "worker" and its
relation to the concrete world of the child is mediated by it. Both scientific
concepts and foreign words, therefore, have a mediated character.
What Vygotsky tried to argue with this and other analogies was, that the
explicit and systematic teaching of rules and concepts within one area will
perhaps carry over to other areas. The most important results of such
teaching in his view were the conscious realization (osoznanie, or prise de
conscience] and deliberate use, or voluntariness (proizvol'nost), of the rules
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underlying the children's behavior. These results only evolved in ado-
lescence and formed the most important achievements (novoobrazovanie;
Neuleistung) of this period in life.
Conclusions
On the basis of the empirical results discussed above and various analogies
he drew Vygotsky arrived at the following controversial conclusions- First,
one can distinguish between everyday concepts and scientific concepts.
These have a different origin, different strengths and weaknesses, and
interact in complex ways. Secondly, scientific concepts, that is, concepts
introduced in a systematic and explicit fashion, lead the child to the
conscious realization and deliberate use of his own mental operations.
Thirdly, these results will generalize to the domain of everyday thinking.
Fourthly, this proves the fundamental importance of education for mental
development. Fifthly, everyday concepts are directly tied to concrete objects
in the world and, therefore, generalize objects. The word "house," for
example, refers to various houses the child has seen and abstracts from
specific features to express the general idea of "house." Scientific ideas,
however, do not directly refer to objects but to everyday concepts. In this
way they constitute a "generalization of generalizations." The new, higher
type of thinking (thinking in scientific concepts) is, therefore, not based on a
fundamentally new connection with the object world but on a reconcep-
tualization of existing knowledge.
It is here that Vygotsky saw a fundamental difference with his earlier
research based on Ach's revised search method. That series of experiments
had suggested that mental development consisted in finding new ways of
tying words to objects (syncretic wholes, complexes, etc.) for each age
group, after which the ways of thinking displayed earlier were discarded. In
each age period, therefore, the child had to reinvent the set of objects a word
referred to. He now claimed that the mastering of a higher level of thinking
preserved the knowledge acquired before and consisted in seeing the earlier
knowledge as a special case of more general rules. Vygotsky seemed to
imply, then, that after a course in communist thinking an everyday (lower)
concept such as "farmer" would still refer to the same set of objects but
would have changed its meaning (intension). The child would now under-
stand that a private farmer is not a man growing corn, etc., but a proletarian
misled by the false kulak ideology. The feedback effect (Vygotsky, 1934a, p.
246) of higher mental operations does not undo the results of earlier
operations but retains them in a peculiar way. Once again, then, Vygotsky
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found an application for Hegel's concept of "superseding" (cf. Solomon,
1983).
These ideas were thought-provoking but hardly problem-free as Vygotsky
realized all too well (see Vygotsky, 1934a, pp. 257-9). One may question
the methodological set-up of the experiments (e.g. the fact that they were
cross-sectional) carried out by Shif and others of Vygotsky's students, and
wonder whether the findings were valid and reliable. One may also doubt,
of course, the interpretation of the results. Modern research, for instance,
has suggested that is it surprisingly hard to demonstrate the generalization
of cognitive skills from one area of thinking to another (Scribner and Cole,
1981). This would imply that while Vygotsky's arguments about the
transfer of cognitive skills tied to the teaching of scientific concepts may be
plausible, they are in need of additional experimental verification.
From Ach's Revised Search Method to the "Vygotsky Test"
As is well-known, Vygotsky's Thinking and Speech only became available
to the Western researcher in 1962, in the form of a highly abridged and
edited edition (Vygotsky, 1962). The dissemination of his ideas concerning
concept-formation could only begin, therefore, in the 1960s (cf. Valsiner,
1988, pp. 150-66). Some of his earlier ideas, however, found their way to
the West via a curious detour: the study of schizophrenia (see chapter 3). In
1934 the journal Archives of Neurology and Psychiatry published Vygots-
ky's paper "Thought in schizophrenia" and Kasanin, who translated the
text, remarked in a footnote that "For the past five years Vigotsky, together
with Professor Luna, had been doing extremely interesting work on the
psychology of schizophrenia, utilizing the experimental technic of the
Gestalt psychology. The article was written at my request over three years
ago" (Kasanin in Vygotsky, 1934h, p. 1063).
In this paper Vygotsky remarked that many researchers had seen similar-
ities between the thinking of adolescents and schizophrenics. His own
research led him to the conclusion that these similarities were undoubtedly
present, but should be interpreted against the background of the quite
different dynamic processes that take place in these different groups.
Emphasizing these dynamic differences (e.g. growth versus decay) Vygotsky
nevertheless thought that the study of adolescent thinking might prove
useful for the study of schizophrenic thinking and vice versa. In order to
study the thinking of schizophrenics he used the revised search method
described above (erroneously called a "Gestalt technic" by Kasanin).
Vygotsky described the methodology of his investigation and its results in
rather vague terms (as usual), but his fundamental claim was clear: the
thinking of schizophrenic patients ("not counting refusals and half-hearted
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cooperation" and limiting the discussion to "all cases in which the results
were definite and clearcut" (Vygotsky, 1934h, p. 1066) could be described
in terms of the categories that denote preconceptual thinking in children.
That is, the patients' thinking could be classified as thinking in "associative
complexes," "chain complexes," etc. (see above). Vygotsky concluded that
"my observations show that complex thought observed in patients with
schizophrenia is the nearest step to conceptual thought and immediately
precedes it genetically. There is some similarity, then, although by no means
an identity, between the thought of the patient with schizophrenia and the
thought of a child" (1934h, p. 1068) and that "in persons with schizophre-
nia thought is really regressive" (1934h, p. 1067). A second conclusion was
that in schizophrenia it would seem that the meanings of words become
changed. The patient reverts to the forms of complex thinking that lay
hidden in a subordinate function in the geologically older layers of his mind
(see chapter 11). Or, in Vygotsky's own words:
Associations, as a primitive form of thought, are retained as a substructure in
the development of the higher forms of thinking, but they are uncovered and
begin to act independently in accordance with their own laws when the whole
personality, for some reason, is disturbed. There is reason to believe that
complex thought is not a specific product of schizophrenia, but merely an out-
cropping of the older forms of thought, which are always present in a latent
form in the psyche of the parient but which become apparent only when the
higher intellectual processes become disturbed by illness... Each one of us
carries schizophrenia in a latent form, i.e. in the mechanisms of thought which
when uncovered become the central figure in the drama of schizophrenic
thought. (Vygotsky, 1934h, p. 1071)
But if the word-meanings of schizophrenic patients do indeed differ from
those of normal adults, then this difference should come out also in other
ways, Vygotsky reasoned. Referring to Gelb and Goldstein's (1920; 1925)
work on the disturbances of categorical thinking he mentioned various tests
used to diagnose the patients' understanding of words in an indirect way.
These included tests dealing with the capacity for metaphorical expression
(e.g. a ship plows the sea) and Piaget's test requiring the subject to match a
specific proverb with another of similar meaning. It was found that the
patients — who otherwise seemed to have preserved normal intelligence —
could not find the metaphorical sense of expressions unknown to them but
were bound by the literal, concrete meaning of the words presented.
Finally, Vygotsky hypothesized that the emotional and perceptual dis-
turbances characteristic of schizophrenic patients had their common origin
in the disturbance of conceptual thinking. He also assumed that the
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patient's sense of self had been disturbed as this was intimately connected
with the growth of conceptual thinking in adolescence.
Vygotsky's paper at first received little attention, possibly as a result of its
vagueness, but this situation changed several years later when Kasanin and
Hanfmann published two articles in which they gave a detailed description
of the method of investigation used by Vygotsky and their own suggested
revisions (Hanfmann and Kasanin, 1937), and provided some of their
empirical results (Kasanin and Hanfmann, 1938). Hanfmann and Kasanin
argued that the value of the test was that it allowed a detailed qualitative
analysis of the subjects' performance. The steps in the patients' reasoning
are nearly always reflected in the manipulations with the objects and their
comments. Nevertheless, they suggested the introduction of a scoring proce-
dure - based on the time needed for solution and the number of blocks
turned up by the experimenter, that is, the amount of help given - in order
to make group comparisons possible (Hanfmann and Kasanin, 1937, p.
533; Kasanin and Hanfmann, 1938, p. 40). In addition, they supplied
detailed instructions as to which blocks to turn up after a subject's attempt
at classification, how to respond to the subjects' questions, etc. Kasanin and
Hanfmann (1938) obtained the results of experiments conducted with 50
schizophrenics selected according to their ability to participate in the task.
The quantitative results of these patients were compared with those of 45
normal adults and it was found that the achievement of the schizophrenic
group was markedly inferior to that of the group of normal adults. The
deviation of the patients' performance from that of the normal subjects of
the same educational level was especially striking in the group with the
highest educational level.
Kasanin and Hanfmann (1938, pp. 45—6) concluded that the results
confirmed Vygotsky's view of schizophrenic thinking as a form of regres-
sion. They suggested that the test itself might serve as a basis for judging the
degree of schizophrenia, at least for patients with a higher educational level.
Low performance for patients with an inferior educational level might
reflect schizophrenia as well as the subjects' poor intellectual level.
Kasanin and Hanfmann's papers were read avidly and discussed by the
specialists in the field. It is interesting to see, for example, how Kurt Koffka
reacted to their paper published in 1938. In a letter to his collaborator,
Harrower, he first wrote that he thought the results to be "clear-cut and
significant." But Harrower's reply made him change his mind. She wrote
that she and Goldstein were very critical of Vygotsky's procedure and that
Goldstein had argued that there really wasn't any guarantee that it touched
conceptual thinking at all, as the problems might be solved at a purely
sensory level. Harrower, on the basis of her own first experiences with the
"Vygotsky test," added that a major ambiguity built into the test was which
CONCEPT-FORMATION 281
block to turn up after a subject's first faulty classification. The selection of
the block to be turned up was crucial since one choice would help a given
individual much more than others. She stated that, in a personal letter to
her, Kasanin accepted this criticism, admitting that the kind of help
provided by the experimenter was given on intuitive grounds. Finally,
Harrower claimed that she had repeatedly found that the subjects did not
take into account the nonsense syllables at all: they therefore did not set out
to find out the word-meanings. These arguments seem to have convinced
Koffka: in a reply to Harrower he wrote that "it has very clearly nothing to
do with concept-formation, but with what Hume and Vygotsky thought
concept-formation was. It may be a particular kind of abstraction" (see
Harrower, 1983, pp. 135-7).
One can easily see how the two paradigms of scientific research clash in
this example. On the one hand, we have the clinician Vygotsky, with his
interest in a qualitative diagnosis of the processes of thinking of the
individual and his lack of interest in standardization of research methods.
On the other hand, we have Harrower, who was interested in reliable
measurements, and who therefore criticized the test's lack of standardized
procedures. As such the criticism would reflect a continuing debate in the
social sciences (see Van der Veer, Van IJzendoorn, and Valsiner, 1991).
Moreover, the claim that classification can be based on an interpretation at
a purely sensory level seems to be simply mistaken. It may hold true for the
postulation of several types of complexes but, in order to conclude that
children or schizophrenics reasoned on a conceptual level, the subjects had
to define the concept and to demonstrate their skill in using it while
answering various questions (see also Hanfmann, 1941). It is exactly this
ability which distinguished conceptual thinking from the more primitive -
and perhaps largely sensory - levels of thinking. One would think, then,
that this first criticism of the "Vygotsky test" was based on too narrow a
view of the procedure: it is only justified when one focuses criticism on the
quantitative outcome measures of time and number of blocks turned up.
Bolles and Goldstein (1938, p. 43) in their study of impaired abstract
behavior in schizophrenic patients decided not to use the test suggested by
"the Russian psychiatrist Vygotsky" and opted instead for the sorting test
used by Gelb and Goldstein (1925) as it was "simpler and more adaptable
to various situations." The results they found roughly accorded with
Vygotsky's, and they concurred with the theory that the characteristic defect
of the schizophrenic patients appeared to be an impairment of the capacity
"for the type of behavior we call 'abstract behavior' " (Bolles and Goldstein,
1938, p. 65). In an interesting monograph on abstract and concrete
behavior Goldstein and Scheerer gave a detailed description of five tests
designed to tap the "abstract attitude" of various patients, but although
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they mentioned Vygotsky's paper and the "Vygotsky test" they chose not to
include it, preferring the simpler Weigl—Goldstein—Scheerer Color Form
Sorting Test, which does not make use of nonsense syllables (Goldstein and
Scheerer, 1941, pp. 110-30).
It does seem that Vygotsky's use of the revised search method to study the
thinking of schizophrenics and other mental patients met with little
success, for researchers appear to have followed the example of Kasanin and
Hanfmann. The same holds true for the use of the "Vygotsky test" as a
measure of intelligence (Semeonoff and Laird, 1952; Semeonoff and Trist,
1958). This use of Vygotsky's approach — facilitated by Hanfmann and
Kasanin's (1942) introduction of a definite scoring method and their
discussions about the educational level of subjects - met with essentially the
same objections as the revised search test. As M'Comisky and Worsley
(1970, p. 193) remarked, it was difficult to devise "a standardizable set of
administration instructions and a more generally acceptable way of scoring
performances (both quantitatively and qualitatively) on the test." These
authors decided to "simplify" the "Vygotsky test" by omitting the trape-
zium, hexagon, and semi-circle, which were deemed to be "ambiguous."
Administering this simplified version, having also eliminated the "rime-
help" factor from the scoring system and limited the administration time to
25 minutes, the researchers established "norm data" for three age groups
against which future researchers can compare their data.
M'Comisky's and Worsley's simplified Vygotsky test would seem a rather
perverted version of the original revised search method and a far cry from
Vygotsky's and Sakharov's original qualitative diagnostic procedure. Sur-
prisingly the authors were acutely aware of this problem, as Kasanin and
Hanfmann had been before them, and it is instructive to follow their
reasoning for a moment:
The present modification of the Vygotsky test brings up in a pointed way an
incompatibility of objective in the use of a test since the addition to it of a
quantitative scoring system by Hanfmann and Kasanin (1942). Originally the
test was intended by Vygotsky to yield a qualitative appraisal of the subject's
level of thinking and strategy in tackling the problem which constitutes the
test — an aspect of concept-learning research which has for some years now
been receiving increased emphasis (Bruner et al., 1956; Pikas, 1966). The
addition of a scoring system by Hanfmann and Kasanin (1942) added a
second and overriding consideration, quantitative appraisal. Since then, two
kinds of appraisal of the subject's performance have been possible: a quantita-
tive appraisal based on level of solution, time taken and help given, and a
qualitative appraisal based on the subject's general level of conceptualization,
strategy and organization in tackling and solving the problem. (M'Comisky
and Worsley, 1970, p. 195)
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Following this lucid analysis the authors gave a defence of their altera-
tions to the procedure of the original test on the grounds that (1) it made
standardization possible; (2) proficiency of administering the test would be
easier to attain; and (3) administration time would be shortened. They did
not find the loss of qualitative information crucial.
Conclusions
Although many Western researchers who have discussed Vygotsky's revised
search method have paid lip-service to the goal of qualitative analysis, the
pressure to develop measures for quantitative performance that were indica-
tive of individual abilities has been strong. The promulgation of a scoring
method by Kasanin and Hanfmann (1937; 1938; 1942) allowed group
comparison but also facilitated the introduction of a method allowing for
the comparison of individual scores, by regarding them as a reflection of the
person's general intelligence. In addition, it was generally felt that the
procedure should be standardized and simplified because the administration
of the test was "a skill which is not easy to acquire" and took too long to
administer (Semeonoff and Laird, 1952, quoted in M'Comisky and Wors-
ley, 1970, p. 196).
In the opinion of the present authors this overriding Western interest in
scientific rigor and quantitative outcome measures has, to a great extent,
determined the development of the revised search method into the (sim-
plified) Vygotsky test. Vygotsky's clinical qualitative approach was lost in
the process and his interest in the dynamics of cognitive change was
replaced by an emphasis on the comparison of individual and group scores.
It is ironic that even these Westernized versions of Vygotsky's procedure
met with little success. The claim made by the editors of Vygotsky (1956, p.
502) that his paper on conceptual thinking in schizophrenia met with a
"broad response in the psychiatric world literature" is certainly an oversta-
tement. M'Comisky and Worsley's (1970, p. 193) remark that "attempts
during the past 30 years to develop the Vygotsky sorting test for diagnostic
purposes in clinical psychology have made only limited headway" seems a
more accurate description of the reception of Vygotsky's revised search
method by Western psychologists.
PART III
Moscow, Kharkov, and
Leningrad 1932-1934
Introduction
In the final years of his life Vygotsky's involvement in the activities of the
Herzen Pedagogical Institute in Leningrad grew. He had been invited to
lecture there by Rubinshtejn, and it is characteristic of Vygotsky that he
rapidly gathered a new group of collaborators, including M. A. Levina, G.
E. Konnikova, Zh. I. Shif, and D. B. El'konin. His main interests gradually
shifted towards the following, interrelated, issues.
1 The semantic structure of consciousness and the relation between
affect and intellect. Viewing cognitive development as the development
from thinking in complexes towards genuine conceptual thinking, Vygotsky
increasingly considered the scientific concept to be the key to explaining
various phenomena of consciousness. While cognitive development was
dominated by the development of genuine (scientific) concepts, various
clinical syndromes - such as Pick's disease (cf. Goldstein and Katz, 1937)
and schizophrenia - were shown to be connected to a loss of genuine
conceptual thinking. At the same time, however, Vygotsky developed a deep
interest in the relation between the ratio and emotions (see chapter 14). This
interest can be at least partially attributed to his growing knowledge and
appreciation of the seminal work done by Kurt Lewin and his associates (see
chapter 8).
It is not widely known that Lewin and Vygotsky knew each other
personally and that several of Lewin's students collaborated with Vygotsky.
Lewin first visited Vygotsky in November 1931 as a result of an extensive
correspondence between the two men that may have started long before. In
June 1931, for example, Vygotsky mentioned that he had received from its
author Lewin's (1931/1981) newly published brochure on Galilean and
Aristotelian thinking in psychology and in August of the same year he
mentioned that Lewin planned to come to Moscow in the fall (Vygotsky in
letters to Luria, dated June 12, and August 1,1931). Several years later, and
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quite unexpectedly, Lewin again visited Moscow (Zeigarnik, 1988). Having
visited a congress in the USA in 1933 Lewin wanted to return to Germany
via Japan and Moscow. However, it was during this trip that he learned of
Hitler's rise to power and, shocked by the turn of political events, Lewin
decided to postpone his return to Berlin. From Moscow he consulted his
colleagues in Berlin (e.g. Köhler) about the proper way to handle the new
situation and as a result Lewin decided to emigrate from Germany as soon
as possible. Naturally, during his several weeks stay in Moscow Lewin
frequently met his colleague and fellow anti-Nazi, Vygotsky. He visited
Vygotsky's home in Serpukhova Street and also gave a talk at the Institute
of Psychology, showing his famous film about a child trying to sit on the
stone. This film, incidentally, was left in Moscow when Lewin finally
left for Germany and is now in the dacha of the Luria family. Vygotsky and
Lewin appreciated each other's work deeply and when, in 1936, Vygotsky's
students and colleagues wished to compose a posthumous Festschrift Lewin
happily agreed to submit a chapter (Levina and Morozova, 1984).
However, as a direct result of the Paedology Decree this Festschrift never
materialized (Zeigarnik, 1988, p. 179; see chapters 12 and 16).
The personal ties between the Berlin institute and Vygotsky's group were
not limited to these contacts between Lewin and Vygotsky. Luria spent
some time in Berlin and Vygotsky's collaborators Zeigarnik and Birenbaum
both worked for many years in Berlin as Lewin's assistants. Immediately
after her return to Moscow Zeigarnik gave several lectures (on June 10 and
13, 1931) on the latest findings of Lewin and his collaborators, lectures
which were much appreciated by Vygotsky. Naturally, Vygotsky did not
fully agree with Lewin's interpretation of his findings and in various minor
experiments he tried to refute his views.
2 The relation between education and development (see chapters 11
and 13}. This research was loosely connected with a debate about the
appropriate way of teaching in secondary schools. Proponents of the
"complex system" (kompleksnyj) defended the view that various subjects
(e.g. mathematics, geography) had to be taught as an interrelated whole, or
complex. The method of "learning by doing" projects was advocated as the
appropriate means of acquiring knowledge. Proponents of the "subject
system" (predmetnyj) argued that each specific subject had to be taught
separately in the traditional way. In the early 1930s all "progressive" ideas,
including the "complex system" theory, were condemned by the Party as
leftist aberrations (Kozulin, 1984, pp. 31-2). Of course, Vygotsky's critics
were happy to point out that he had opted for the "wrong" opinion and had
allied himself to the ideas of the radical progressive Shulgin, a later Party
decision notwithstanding (see chapter 16).
3 The concept of stages ("age periods") and development (see chapter
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12). This work was the result of Vygotsky's involvement in paedology.
Working at the Faculty of Paedology of Difficult Childhood (as Professor
and Head of the Faculty) of the Moscow State Pedagogical Institute, at the
Second Moscow Medical Institute (as Head of the Faculty of General and
Age Paedology, and as Professor from 15 April, 1931), and at the Herzen
Pedagogical Institute in Leningrad, he lectured extensively on paedological
topics. (See Vygotsky's own account of his activities, compiled January 14,
1934; here given by his daughter Vygodskaja, personal communication,
November 1988).
4 The localization of psychological functions in the brain (see chapter
12). This work was prompted by Vygotsky's study of medicine (he studied
medicine in Kharkov and at the Moscow Medical Institute) and his growing
interest in adult pathology. Apart from his intrinsic interest in psycho-
pathology, Vygotsky needed, also working in a neurological and psychiatric
clinic, the formal status of a physician.
5 The topic of inner speech (see chapter 15). This research was part of
Vygotsky's efforts to replicate and refute Piaget's work on children's
inability to decenter. In particular, he wished to prove that egocentric
speech originated from social, interactive speech and had a regulatory
function. The latter point returned to his earlier writings on the relation
between thinking and speech.
The Disintegration of Vygotsky's Research Collective
Vygotsky's vision of a large research collective working for a common cause
was never realized. At times, it appeared that it might be possible to
establish such a collective, but on each occasion Vygotsky was required to
move to a new Institute and to work with new colleagues. For example,
after graduation his students (e.g. Levina, Morozova) were sent to work in
different cities all over the Soviet Union, and so in order for any cohesive
program to be developed, they had to travel to Moscow where Vygotsky
regularly organized so-called internal conferences. The closing down of the
Academy of Communist Education and the resulting relocation of some of
Vygotsky's co-workers (Bozhovich, Leont'ev, Luria, Zaparozhec) to Khar-
kov also compromised the research program. Moreover, in Kharkov, Leon-
t'ev developed his own view of cognitive development in response to
ideological criticism. Leont'ev distanced himself from Vygotsky's ideas in an
obituary written in 1934 (pp. 188—9) in which he emphasized that media-
tion processes are rooted in material and social, or rather societal, activity
and renamed the cultural-historical theory "societal-historical theory." He
also referred to the public debate about the merits of reactology for an
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assessment of Vygotsky's theory (/tog» diskussii..., 1931). It is clear that in
replacing Vygotsky's emphasis on signs as means of mediation between
objects of experience and mental functions with the idea that physical action
(labor) must mediate between the subject and the external world, Leont'ev
aligned himself with the official ideology. According to the ideological
gatekeepers, labor (physical activity) had to take precedence of speech (see
also Leont'ev, 1935/1983, and chapter 16).
The growing difference between their opinions did not escape Vygotsky's
attention and in August 1933 he wrote Leont'ev, who was by then in
Kharkov, a letter about the need to clarify their respective positions.
1 feel already and not for the first time that we stand before a very important
conversation, as it were, for which we both, apparently, are not prepared, and
the contents of which we can only vaguely imagine — your departure [for
Kharkov] — is our serious, maybe irremediable, failure, resulting from our
errors and real negligence of the cause that has been entrusted to us. Appa-
rently, neither in your biography, nor in mine, nor in the history of our
psychology, will what has happened be repeated. So be it. 1 am trying to
understand all this in the Spmozist way - with sadness but accepting it as
something inevitable. In my inner thoughts I deal with it as a fact, as
something that happened. The inner fate has to be solved in connection with
the outer but - of course - it is not fully determined by it. That is why it [the
inner fate] is not clear, is [only] vaguely visible, through a haze - and my con-
cern with this has caused the greatest anxiety that 1 have experienced in the
last years... You are right that first of all we have to get rid of the need to
dissemble... That is why I consider it [your decision] correct, despite the fact
that I judge everything that happened with A. R. [Luna] differently (and not
happily). But I shall return to that some other time... (Vygotsky in a letter to
Leont'ev, dated August 2, 1933)
We can see in this letter that Vygotsky felt their positions had diverged so
much that their "common cause" (note again the almost Messianic tone of
his letter) was threatened. We also see that some undescribed difficulties had
arisen between Luria and Vygotsky. Puzyrej — whose notes to the unpub-
lished Soviet edition of Vygotsky's letters we have used throughout this
book - has suggested that this passage refers to the fact that Luria at some
point had joined the Kharkov group and headed the Psychological Section
of the Ukranian Psychoneurological Institute, the section that Leont'ev was
to lead later. One can well understand Luria's decision to do this, for
the conditions offered to him in Kharkov were excellent. At the Psychologi-
cal Section - which was to be developed into an independent institute within
a few years - he was allocated sixteen rooms, fifteen collaborators, and
100,000 roubles per year! (Luria in a letter to Köhler, dated March 6,
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A portrait of Lev Vygotsky.
1932). Still, after much deliberation, Luria left the Kharkov group and
concentrated his activities in Moscow once more. To this story should be
added the account given by Vygotsky's daughter of the personal relations
between the psychologists during that period. According to her (personal
communication, September 1989} toward the end of 1933 or the beginning
of 1934 Vygotsky and Leont'ev stopped seeing each other. Apparently,
Leont'ev had written a letter to Luria in which he stated that Vygotsky's
ideas belonged to the past and suggested that Luria started to collaborate
with him, without Vygotsky being involved. At first Luria agreed, but then
he had second thoughts about the plan, and showed Leont'ev's letter to
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Vygotsky. Naturally, Vygotsky was hurt and angry and he wrote a harsh
letter to Leont'ev, at which point they stopped seeing each other,1 although
it would appear that they continued to exchange letters about research
affairs. Understandably, relations with Luria, too, became somewhat
strained after this event.
One can see, then, that in the final period of his life even Vygotsky's
staunchest allies of the preceding years, Luria and Leont'ev, were contem-
plating leaving him and for very understandable reasons, not the least of
them being the growing ideological pressure. They no longer felt uncon-
ditionally bound to pursue the "common cause," that is, the new psychol-
ogy of man that Vygotsky envisioned. In view of Vygotsky's attitude
towards this cause, he must have had immense problems not construing
their behavior as a personal betrayal in this, the most difficult period of his
life, but to see them rather as the inevitable outcome of personal, scientific,
and ideological developments. Once again, he had an opportunity to think
of Spinoza's words in The Ethics (1677/1955, p. 128), where the great
philosopher explained that one should not abuse or deride human emotions
but try to understand them.
'It was only by the end of 1955, when the ban on Vygotsky's writings was about to be lifted,
that Leont'ev (with Luria) again paid a visit (his last) to the Vygodsky family. The reason for
the visit was to look in the private archives for writings that might be (re)pubhshed
(Vygodskaja, personal communication, September 1989).
12
Vygotsky the Paedologist
... if synthesis is not an empty word, but denotes a really
existing fact in the nature of child development then paedology
acquires in the recognition of that fact its eternally objective
solid basis...
Vygotsky, "Pedologija i smezhnye s neju nauki"
The standing of Lev Vygotsky in relation to paedology deserves special
attention since it has consistently been overlooked by the majority of the
existing expositions on the intellectual heritage he left. The reasons for this
oversight are not too difficult to find: the word "paedology" remained an
ideologically suspect term for half a century in the Soviet Union (since
1936), and its use in discussions could damn the speaker to be judged as
"lagging behind the times" and associate him with "dead pseudo-science"
at the least, and could even lead to death. One of the major effects of
Stalinism on psychology - the 1936 Decree on Paedology, which outlawed
the discipline and eliminated paedologists from the educational institutions
- has remained in force (or at least was/has not been officially reversed) even
in the years following de-Stalmization. Vygotsky was closely associated
with paedology in the last seven years of his life, and — as we will show in
this chapter - in a highly intellectually productive way. In conjunction with
many Soviet educationalists, he participated in the efforts to make paedol-
ogy a means that might lead to the goals of creating "the new man" during
the social restructuring. Paedology had a wide basis in Soviet society in the
1920s/1930s.
Historical Foundations of Paedology in Russia
The paedology of the 1920s in the Soviet Union had a clear continuity with
its counterpart of the pre-1917 Russia. Following the American tradition of
"child study" ("paidology"; see G. S. Hall, O. Chrisman) and the German
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"experimental pedagogics" (see E. Meumann), Russia had already develo-
ped a remarkable paedological tradition long before the 1917 Revolution.
Thus, the First Congress on Experimental Pedagogics in Russia took place
in St Petersburg on January 7—13, 1911. At that Congress a number of
paedological topics, such as Rossolimo's "profiles" of child development
analysis and Lazursky's "natural experiment" as a method, were discussed
(Markarianz, 1911). These topics were still of great interest to Russian
paedologists at the time of Vygotsky's emergence on the paedological scene
in the latter half of the 1920s. In late 1913 (January 1914 by the new
calendar) the Second All-Russian Congress took place in St Petersburg, and
again the uses of the "natural experiment" occupied an important place in
its scientific discussions (Basov, 1914). These congresses continued to be
held, even during the First World War, the Third Congress occurring in
January 1916 (Shchelovanov, 1916). The use of "natural experiments" was
under scrutiny once more (Lazursky and Filosofova, 1916). The study of
paedology in pre-Revolution Russia was well-established, substantial and
well-connected internationally (see Arian' 1912; also Konorov', 1908).
This development of paedology in Russia before 1917 was dependent to a
large degree on the organizational activities of Vladimir Bekhterev, whose
Psychoneurological Institute (founded in 1907) led to the opening of the
Paedological Institute. As early as 1903 Bekhterev had expressed the idea
that the opening of a special institution for paedological studies would be
beneficial. So, in 1907, as a part of his Psychoneurological Institute,
Bekhterev organized the Psycho-Paedological Institute. This Institute, in
contrast to paedological institutions in the rest of the world, which were
oriented towards the study of school-age children, focused its attention on
the paedology of infancy and early childhood. It was planned to function as
a live-in ward, where parents or guardians could leave their infants or young
children to be raised (see "Upravlenie Psikho-Pedologicheskim Institutom",
1908). Being a part of the Psychoneurological Institute, the Paedological
Institute could benefit from the input of the best psychological, physiologi-
cal and biological researchers in Russia at that time (e.g. K. Povarnin, A.
Griboedov, A. Lazursky, V. Vagner). In 1911 the Institute was given its own
building, but as it relied on private donations to survive it was in financial
trouble constantly. Bekhterev consistently tried to persuade the the Govern-
ment to fund the Institute. He almost succeeded in late 1916, but the
turmoil of the February 1917 Revolution swept aside the government that
had accepted this plan in principle. Because of the difficult economic and
everyday-life conditions that are the concomitants of any revolution, the
Institute was evacuated to the town of Pensa, where it ceased to function.
Bekhterev never gave up his efforts to re-establish the Institute. Since he
was one of the few Russian intellectuals who accepted the Bolshevik
Revolution of October 1917 without much difficulty (after all, Bekhterev
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had for years been opposed to the Tzarist government), it was possible for
him to argue his case with the new rulers. The Paedological Institute was
eventually restored in 1918 as a part of the Commissariat of Education, and
became a state institution. Its budget came out of the Pre-School Division of
the Council of Communes of the Northern Province and it was housed in a
new building in the center of Petrograd. However, the budget of the Pre-
School Division was not very substantial, nor were the priorities of the
leaders of that Division fully aligned with those of Bekhterev, and in 1920
the Institute was again dissolved (Shchelovanov, 1929).
However, Bekhterev and his colleagues continued their work in the area
of paedology, work which led to new research and organizational results in
the early 1920s (Osipova, 1928). So, in 1922 the Paedological Institute was
re-opened as a research Institution under the guidance of Glavnauka (The
Directorate of Science), and as a part of the Psychneurological Academy.
The new research Institute included four sections which studied: experimen-
tal pedagogics; anatomy and physiology; psychology of childhood (a sec-
tion led by Mikhail Basov); age and individual variability of constitutional
types and behavior (led by N. Shchelovanov). After three years of highly
productive research the Institute was reoganized yet again. In 1925, the
Leningrad Institute of Scientific Pedagogics was founded, and three sections
of the Paedological Institute (except for the infancy section headed by N.
Shchelovanov) were transferred to the new Institute.
In the 1920s, the effects of paedological research became visible in
different educational and research institutions all over the Soviet Union.
Obviously, this led to the proliferation of paedological publications written
in Russian, and by the mid-1920s the literature on paedology available to
readers in the Soviet Union was extensive (Rybnikov, 1925). In this time a
number of major textbooks and treatises on special subjects had appeared
which added to the substantial available literature from the pre-1917
period. Almost all of the major European and North American works on
child development and child study (e.g. works by Baldwin, Compayré, W.
Stern, C. Stern, Groos, Sully, Drummond, Claparède, Binet, Meumann,
Bühler, and many others) were available in Russian translations by the mid-
1920s, and the efforts to translate these international sources proceeded at
an extraordinary pace until the early 1930s. In sum, the reorganization of
the educational system (practical pedagogics) in post-1917 Russia took
place concurrently with paedological research in different institutions.
Soviet Pedagogics and the Rise of Paedology
The development of paedology in the Soviet Union in the 1920s was
undoubtedly fuelled by the educational experiments that the government
advocated, indeed enforced. Among the myriad of issues and events that
296 Moscow, KHARKOV, AND LENINGRAD
shattered the Russian educational system in the 1920s (see Anweiler, 1964;
Fitzpatrick, 1979; Lapidus, 1978; Pinkevich, 1930), two themes proved to
be dominant: the radical reconstruction of human personality (the building
of the "new socialist man") and the limiting the access of selected social
classes to educational opportunities. The educational system was open to all
the cross-winds of social movements that blew through the Soviet society,
cross-winds which sometimes enabled unqualified, incapable ideologues to
assume power, only to blow them back to oblivion, having ajudged them
unfit to be the leaders of "progress".
The educational experiments of the 1920s were only partially built upon
"Marxist" ideology in their particulars. In fact, there was a remarkable
continuity evident between the pre-1917 liberal intelligentsia's educational
philosophies (often based on European or American models, and disliked by
the Tzarist educational officialdom), and the novelties introduced in the
1920s. For instance, the educational community-based experience propaga-
ted by S. T. Shatsky (who was also interested in psychoanalysis, see Chapter
5) in the early 1920s was based on his experience between 1906 and 1908 in
running children's communes. Shatsky believed in the social organization of
children's natural interests in a community context, where work was a
natural part of the everyday life of the commune (an idea liberal educators
imported from America at the turn of the century) and for him it was not
difficult to accept the communist goal of re-educating the whole society as
an all-encompassing Utopia (Zen'kovsky, I960, pp. 22-3). Indeed, many
novel educational experiments in America were imported and conducted
with remarkable speed by Soviet educationalists in the 1920s. For instance,
the Dalton Plan (Parkhurst, 1922; Dewey, 1922) and the Project Curricu-
lum (E. Collings) for organizing children's school lives, and were widely
discussed and implemented on a large scale. Of course, as these ideas were
imported they were modified to accommodate Russian cultural history. As
one celebrated visitor was able to write having briefly visited the Soviet
Union in 1928:
while Russian educators acknowledge here — as in many other things — an
original indebtedness to American theory, they criticize many of the "pro-
jects" employed in our schools as casual and trivial, because they do not
belong to any general social aim, nor have definite social consequences in their
traion. To them, an educative "project" is the means by which the principle of
some "complex" or unified whole of social subject-matter is realized. Its
criterion value is its contribution to some "socially useful work." (Dewey,
1929, pp. 101-2)
Indeed, the socio-political and educational objectives were effectively
mirrored in experimentation with new pedagogic methods. The experiments
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were borrowed not only from America (American experiments, surpris-
ingly, seemed to fit ideologically with the needs of the Soviet educators; see
Dewey, 1929, pp. 107-8), but also from continental Europe, and their
influence is evident in Russian liberal education. Thus, Paul Natorp's
"social pedagogy" and Robert SeidePs "labor school" were popular models
in the 1920s, and contributed to much of the ideology of the trudovaja
shkola (labor school) propagated by Blonsky.
All these educational experiments were studied by Russian pedagogues in
the difficult and complicated conditions of the nascent Soviet society. The
children whose educational future was at stake as the process of recon-
structing society by new education took place, came from families that had
been separated by war, famines, terror (both "red" and "white"), and
difficult economic conditions. These specific conditions of the 1920s left
their traces in the educational and paedological literature of the time. Thus,
issues of how to handle the masses of orphaned and neglected children
(bezprizorniki) and how to structure adults' education for literacy were also
major topics in the discourse concerning Soviet education in the 1920s.
As the "new society" tried to create the "new man", this discourse, about
the role of school in general, and different forms of schooling in particular,
was all-pervasive. The debate was enlivened by the constant friction
between different pans of the educational bureaucracy that were constantly
fighting for control over educational institutions. The history of this in-
fighting between the Commissariat of Education (Narkompros) and its
rivals is worth careful investigation in itself (Anweiler, 1964). Likewise, the
disputes about the future of the school as a social institution in the "new
society" (e.g. V. Shulgin's prognosis for the scaling down of schooling under
socialism; see also chapter 16), the method of uniting basic and applied
(polytechnic) education, the principles of pupils' self-government in schools,
and many other pressing subjects set the stage for paedology to assume the
role of an integrative scientific discipline closely linked to educational
practice. The development of paedology in the USSR was closely linked with
these pedagogical and ideological endeavors. Its history can be divided into
three main periods: that of the emergence as a separate socially organized
discipline (from about 1922 until 1928; see Zalkind, 1931b); the develop-
ment of established paedology (1928 until 1931-2); and the period of
decline (1932-6).
A number of research institutions of pedagogics which served as a basis
for the launching of the paedology movement (see "Spisok ...", 1929) had
come into existence in the 1920s. First, of course, was V. N. Shulgin's
Institut metodov shkol'noj raboty (Institute of School-work Methods; from
1930 renamed as the Institute for Marxist-Leninist Pedagogics) in Mos-
cow. Founded in 1922, it conducted research on bringing school tasks closer
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to real-life tasks, and from the Utopian perspective of building a "new
society" where school and life are united, attacked the Narkompros educa-
tional policies. By the late 1920s, a number of interesting paedological
research topics were being studied at the Institute: development of writing
and counting skills, the transfer of skills, and so on. Secondly, the Institut
metodov vneshkol'noj raboty (Institute of the Methods of Extra-School
Work) under the directorship of A. Ja Zaks had been opened in 1923. In this
Institute, original work on the organization of externally organized and
"spontaneous" groups of children emerged. As was appropriate for an
institute with such a name, it concentrated researching the integration of
children into their social-economic life settings. In Leningrad the Institut
nauchnoj pedagogiki (Institute of Scientific Pedagogics; director B. Fingert)
was started in 1924—5. It inherited the paedological concerns of Bekhterev's
previous Institute (see above), and served as the basis for Mikhail Basov's
paedological endeavors. And finally, in 1926 the Institut nauchno; pedago-
giki (Institute of Scientific Pedagogics) was also opened in Moscow, at the
Second Moscow State University and under the directorship of Albert
Pinkevitch (see Anweiler, 1964, p. 308). It was because of the work of this
Institute and his teaching of paedology at the Second Moscow State
University that Vygotsky moved into the center of the Soviet paedological
organization. These pedagogical research institutes enabled the social coor-
dination of activities in paedology on an All-Union basis. The growth of
paedology was reflected in the structure of psychological research centers:
Kornilov's Institute of Experimental Psychology was re-named, in or
around 1930, the Institute of Psychology, Paedology and Psychotechnics
(Institut Psikhologü, Pedologii i Psikhotekhniki).
The First Soviet Paedological Congress took place in December 1927/
January 1928, and argued for the promotion and development of the
institutional organization of the paedological movement in the USSR (see
Nestjuk, 1929). As was the case with all similar events in the Soviet Union at
the time, the Congress unfolded in the context of the call for a Marxist
restructuring of the new discipline, as the speeches by Anatoli Lunacharsky
(the head of Narkompros until 1929), Nikolai Bukharin, and Nadezhda
Krupskaja illustrated (see Anweiler, 1964, p. 314). Among the many reports
on the work of the Congress (see Nestjuk, 1929) was one by Vygotsky
(1928r). As was usual for such gatherings, it ended with the passing of a
grandiose (and verbose) "resolution" calling for paedology to be established
as a Marxist, dialectical discipline emphasizing the role of social environ-
ment in the development of children from lower towards higher psychologi-
cal functions. This call for a "unified science," in which the main focus
would be on development, was in accord with Vygotsky's world-view,
although it was other paedologists who would have been responsible for the
drafting of this resolution, namely A. Zalkind and S. Molozhavyj.
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The First Paedological Congress resulted in the publication the journal
Pedologija (a decision taken by the People's Commissariat of Education on
January 26, 1928). The aim of the journal was to coordinate all the
pacdological activities in the Soviet Union, and to relate paedological
research activities more closely to the needs of the educational system. The
popularity of paedology in USSR grew substantially after (and with) the
inception of Pedologija can be seen by the increase in the number of
subscribers. It started in 1928 with 200 subscribers and by the beginning of
1929 there were 800, and by the end of that year 1,500 (of which 30 percent
were individuals; see "Na poroge tretiego goda" 1929).
Of course, the discipline of paedology was embedded in a complex social
context and its research was conducted in an environment of ever-increasing
suspicion, as one politician after another became the victim of the uncon-
trolled growth of Marxist ideology. Indeed paedology itself was eventually
made a scapegoat of this growth. For instance, from March 1928, dicus-
sions in Soviet intellectual circles revolved around the Shakhry Trial - the
trial of a group of engineers in the coal district of Donbass in the Shakhty
region. They were accused of having organized the sabotage of the produc-
tion lines, and of being "representatives" of former (capitalist) mine owners
and "agents of foreign intelligence". In the widely disseminated propaganda
campaign conducted well before the opening of the trial (in May, 1928) the
calls for vigilance about and distrust of people from non-proletarian class
background became very intense (see Fitzpatrick, 1979, chapter 6). So, by
the fall of 1928, the expulsion and non-admission of students from this
background to institutions of higher learning peaked once more, a situation
which occurred throughout the 1920s. A number of Narkompros leaders
(including Lunacharsky and Krupskaja) protested against this class-based
discrimination of students but to no avail.
The anti-intelligentsia and anti-cosmopolitan fears that were cultivated
by the Shakhty Trial affected the Soviet educational system (Narkompros
was criticized for the inefficiency of its educational activities), and thus set
the stage for the social disputes about paedology's role in "helping the
pedagogical practice." In this situation it was inevitable that the social
discourse on paedology precipitated the gradual separation between accept-
able Soviet and disenfranchized bourgeois psychoneurology. In November
1929 the Moscow Society of Neuropathologists and Psychiatrists finally
surrendered to the demands of the Bolshevizing activists, who never tired of
pointing to the "exclusive professionalism" of that Society as the root cause
of the "bourgeois remnants" of the uncontrollable clique of specialists. This
led to the appointment of "proletarian" specialists to professional organiza-
tions, a development which affected many different sciences between 1929
and 1931 (Joravsky, 1989, p. 336). The leading Bolshevizing paedologist
Aaron Zalkind spoke of this development with unqualified approbation (see
300 Moscow, KHARKOV, AND LENINGRAD
Zalkind, 1929a, p. 456). His stated goal for paedology - in preparation for
the large congress on the study of human behavior in January 1930 - was to
"unite different psychoneurological sciences ideologically" and "insert them
into the service to practise in the reconstructive period" (1929a, p. 456).
The grandiose First All-Union Congress on the Study of Human Behavior
took place in Leningrad from January 26 until February 1, 1930. About
3,000 people were registered as participants, many of them "practical
workers" in the disciplines relevant to the issues discussed. About half of the
participants were from Leningrad, the other half from Moscow and other
areas of the Soviet Union. On the agenda of the Congress was the ideologi-
cally driven plan to combine the "practice of the construction of socialism."
The plenary session included speeches not only by Zalkind, Kornilov,
Spil'rem, Molozhavyj among the psychoneurologists but also by
Lunacharsky (who had been dismissed from his post as the Head of
Narkompros in September, 1929) and the philosophers 1. Luppol and N.
Karev (see "Na Pervom Vsesojuznom ...", 1930). Only one of the speakers
at the plenary session — Molozhavyj — devoted his speech entirely to issues
of paedology, calling for the specific application of dialectical thought in
paedology (Molozhavyj, 1930a). In fact, paedology constituted only one of
the thematic "complexes" discussed at the Congress (the other three being:
general problems of the science of behavior; psychoneurology or work and
psychotechnique; and pathological psychoneurology). The paedological
complex was given a clear developmental definition ("the problem of
development in the science of behavior"; see Zalkind, 1930b, p. 1). Vygots-
ky's name occurred only among the list of those editing the paedology
section, along with M. Basov, S. Molozhavyj, and N. Shchelovanov.
However, it was Molozhavyj (1930b) who wrote the review of the paedolo-
gical section at the Congress for Pedologija. It becomes quite obvious that
the ideological leaders of Marxist paedology at the end of 1920s and early
1930s were Molozhavyj (see analysis of his ideas below) and Zalkind, while
Vygotsky - although well known and respected among paedologists -
played only a secondary role.
The Paedological Section of the Congress provided a rich cross-sectional
overview of paedological research being conducted in the Soviet Union at
that time. The issue of the effect of social class on the social development of
children emerged in many guises in the presentations. However, more
prevalent by far was the subject of the processes of development that the
paedological section entailed. It demonstrated the wide range of subjects
with which paedology was concerned: from reflexology (Osipova, 1930;
Shchelovanov, 1930) to the study of children's world-views (Basov, 1930)
and children's collectives (Zaluznyj, 1930; Lange, 1930) to the study of
mentally retarded children (Zankov, 1930a). Vygotsky organized a sub-
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section on the study of cultural development of the child, where in addition
to his own lecture (Vygotsky, 1930i), Luria presented a paper on the
function of signs in the development of children's behavior (Luria, 1930e),
and Leont'ev also spoke about the ways in which stimulus-means mediate
the development of voluntary memory {Leont'ev, 1930). As a result of the
joint research conducted by these three, in the 1920s, the idea of the trojka
was bora. Furthermore, their three-part presentation was specifically men-
tioned as a positive example of work having a "good grasp of the dialectic
nature of development" in Molozhavyj's evaluative review (1930b, pp.
338-9). As well as this, Vygotsky also gave a presentation on the cultural
development of the defective child in the same paedology section (Vygotsky,
1930J).
It should be noted that the activités of Vygotsky and his colleagues were
not limited only to the paedology section of this Congress. Vygotsky also
participated in the general section of psychology, reflexology and physiol-
ogy of the nervous system, giving an overview of the "method of double
stimulation" {Vygotsky, 1930h), followed by his co-workers' empirical
presentations (Solov'ev, 1930; Zankov, 1930b).
The Paedological Section was obliged to conclude its contribution to the
Congress by formulating a resolution. The "resolution" formulated the
"dialectic-materialistic" focus on child development as entailing the emerg-
ence of qualitatively novel forms of a social-biological kind. In each aspect
of paedology covered by the resolution, the idea of emergence of novelty
became encoded in different ways. Thus, under the topic "environment and
the problem of development" the resolution declared:
The social-biological formation of the individual takes place through the
dialectical unity of external, environmental and internal immanent factors of
development, that grow in the process of active activity of the individual under
the condition of the class-production environment [klassovo-
prOKVodstvennaja sreda). ("Rezoljucia...", 1930, p. 341)
A couple of lines later, the resolution linked paedology with a class-based
ideology even further, declaring that the environment of the child must be
studied by taking the "class background" as its basis (1930, p. 341). The
importance of the paedological study of the young pioneer movement to
enable research on the typology of children's development, was stressed
again because that movement "fits our class goals" (1930, p. 343). The
research on children's world-views was to follow children as they experi-
ence the increasing "class struggle" in the Soviet society (1930, p. 342) and
children's collectives were singled out as the subject of paedologo-
poclagogiL.il studies on children's work in the society. As a direct result of
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the Congress, paedology in the Soviet Union moved in two directions, one
of which proved productive to science (i.e. the emphasis on development,
and dialectical synthesis emerging in the child's encounter with structured
and changing environments), and the other contributed to the ideological
execution of the discipline itself (the explicit emphasis on the class-basis of
developmental research).
The Decline and End of Paedology: No Room for Divergent
Social Utopias
The task of explaining the demise of paedology in the Soviet Union is
probably too complicated to fulfil simply by making reference to Stalinist
purges or the emerging new needs of the education system. Instead, the
gradual decline and final collapse of paedology (and the demise of many
paedologists) can be seen as a direct result of the very same social process in
which they themselves actively participated in the late 1920s - the establish-
ment of the "communist man" by way of radical educational changes. It is
predictable that any period of perestrojka creates the conditions for an
equally radical change of direction. By trying to participate in the "common
social goal" of creating the perfect socialist Utopia, paedologists were setting
the stage for their own elimination and enforced re-education.
Paedology's decline was relatively slow, covering the time from about
1930 until the Decree of 1936. The decline began as a side-effect of the
social changes sweeping through Soviet philosophy and other social sciences
in 1930-1 (see Valsiner, 1988, pp. 89-95), changes which had a direct
impact on paedology. Protected by the shield of Marxist ideology, educatio-
nalists could justify the devastation of different research traditions in
paedology that were not much to their liking. Naturally, the paedologists
themselves were eager to adopt the goal of improving "educational prac-
tice." After all, that had been their goal all along. Of course, the same
nominal goal can be interpreted in different ways by different groups of
people.
As a result of the ideological fight against menshevizing idealism, the tone
of the disputes between paedologists suddenly became more strident in
1931. This change can be seen in Pedologija, where critical and self-critical
statements of paedologists became abundant. Many eminent paedologists of
the pre-1930s (Blonsky, Molozhavyj, Zalkind, etc.) had closely identified
their thinking with the "discredited" "menshevizing idealists" of Abram
Deborin, or with the communist functionary Nikolai Bukharin who fell
from grace, and their critics were quick to damn them and their ideas for
such collusions. Indeed, the fall-out from the collapse of Deborin's reputa-
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tion as the main source of "Marxist dialectics" in 1930 had a direct effect
on psychology and paedology. In the fall of 1930 Kornilov's Institute was
also caught in the cross-fire of criticism from external sources (see Joravsky,
1989, pp. 357-8), when his young activist co-workers in the Party cell of
the Institute were moved to condemn Kornilov's reactology and to ban him
from the position of Director in 1931 (see "Itogi Diskussii...", 1931). The
resolution of the general meeting of the Party cell of June 6, 1931
denounced Kornilov, Zalkind, and some others who had organized the
Congress on the Study of Human Behavior in Leningrad as the followers of
the Spencer—Bogdanov—Bukharin line of mechanistic philosophy and
accused them of having been allied with the old leadership of philosophy.
Not only Kornilov, who was damned in accordance with all the usual
Bolshevik rhetoric, a number of other co-workers at the Institute were also
condemned in the resolution, including Vygotsky and Luna (see "Itogi
Diskussii...", 1931, p. 388) whose "culture-flirting psychology" [kuPtur-
nicheskaja psikhologija] was dismissed as ideologically wrong and suspect
(cf. chapter 16).
The wave of ideological accusations, whose victims were condemned for
their identification with the "menshevizing idealism" of Deborin's dialecti-
cal materialist philosophy, swept through the entire paedology establish-
ment in 1931. In April of that year, there was a review of the paedological
departments of the Academy of Communist Education, which provided a
public display of self-criticism. For instance, Pavel Blonsky "acknowledged"
his own "mistakes," only to come under further criticism (Gel'mont, 1931).
In a desperate effort to maintain his position among the leaders of Soviet
paedology, Zalkind took a leading role in this wave of (self)-cnricism,
surpassing himself in the degree of self-castigation, showing his ideological
loyalty to the readers of Pedologija (Zalkind, 1931b; 1932). Despite these
self-accusations, he continued to advocate the Party line in criticizing others.
Thus, he was among the first to label Kornilov's reactology as a non-
Marxist, Deborinist enterprise (Zalkind, 1931a, p. 5), and to call upon other
paedologists to criticize themselves. Among those singled out for such
invited self-criticism were not only Blonsky and Kornilov, but also
Molozhavyj, Zaluznyj, Basov, Sokoliansky, Vygotsky, and Luria (Zalkind,
193Ib, p. 13). Vygotsky and Luria were encouraged not to wait until they
were "attacked" but to come forward and "perform the re-evaluation of
their gravest mistakes in the form of self-criticism on the pages of our
journal." This "call for initiative" could indicate that Vygotsky was not a
major target for ideological ritual purifications in 1931, but that he was by
the way of his association with the dialectical orientation in psychology,
affected by the "great purge" (of course, a more direct wave of criticism
against Vygotsky followed a little later; see chapter 16).
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These attacks against all the major figures of paedology in the USSR were
not confined to their supposed connection with the former philosophical
leadership, but also they satisfied clearly a basic need for Slavophilicism and
an anti-cosmpolitan backlash. Almost all of the main paedologists had had
an excellent ("bourgeois") Europe-oriented education, were fluent in fore-
ign languages, and well-read in the scientific and philosophical literature. It
was this affiliation with the international scientific establishment - however
selective and actually critical they may have been of it in individual cases -
that became a theme for ideological attacks on paedology. Stalin added his
weight to the campaign by writing a letter calling for "vigilance" among
paedologists (see "Pis'mo t. Stalina ...", 1931), in response to which the
editorial board of Pedologija, again with the help of Zalkind, specified a
number of labels to be used to classify the "grave mistakes" of oneself or
one's colleagues. Thus, the labels "mechano-Lamarckianism," "mechano-
reflexologism," and "Freudo-Adlerian distortions" came into legitimate
use. In early 1932 (still bearing the title of the previous year), Pedologia
published its frontline-report ("O polozhenii na pedagogicheskom fronte,"
1931) in which labels were attached in summary fashion to the work of all
leading paedologists. Thus, Zalkind was declared to have "linked Freudian-
Adlerian idealism with reflexology and Lamarckianism" and to have not
sufficiently appreciated the role of Marx and Lenin in paedology. Blonsky
was declared to have followed "positivistic basis of age standardization"
and the "mechanistic approach to the study of the class nature of pupils'
environments." Basov was said to eclectically "play with structures" to
combine this approach with "mechanistic biologization" and Lamarckian-
ism. Molozhavyj was accused of Lamarckianism and "bare behaviorism,"
and Zaluzhny of a reflexological approach to the study of collectives. And
the authors of this editorial text were quite explicit about Vygotsky:
"Sharply expressed eclecticism can be seen in the works of Vygotsky, who
has united in his theory of cultural development behaviorism and reactology
with Gestalt-psychology that is idealistic in its roots" ("O polozhenii...",
1931, p. 9).
It seems that the efforts of the militant Marxist paedologists to force these
authors to make public self-critical statements had little success. The
editorial report continues with a lament that many of those criticized had
not yet responded {Blonsky, Ariamov, Arkin) or had tried to "get by" with
half-hearted confessions (Molozhavyj, Zaluzhnyj; see also "Za marksistko-
leninskuiu pedologiu", 1931). Finally, in an act of editorial-political gran-
duer, they provided a definition of paedology that is worth mentioning as an
interesting bit of evidence of the infiltration of the social ethos into a
research area:
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Paedology is a social science that studies the regularities of age-based develop-
ment of child and adolescent on the basis of the regularities of class struggle
and the construction of socialism in the USSR. ("O polozhenii...", 1931,
p. 10)
Pedohgija was to become a "fighting tool for Marxist-Leninist paedol-
ogy" and it was suggested that many "dangerous" books on paedology
should be eliminated from use in paedological work. In sum, the new
leadership of the journal quite enthusiastically implemented the "great
break" in paedology. The new leadership of Pedohgija (R. Vilenkina
emerged as the general editor, and of the old editorial board, only Zalkind
and GeFmont remained) published a detailed plan for the future of the
journal ("Plan zhurnala", 1932), which, however, was one of the last
declarations of the journal (it ended its existence in 1932). In 1932, a series
of "discussions" on the state of Soviet paedology took place in Moscow
under the auspices of the Communist Academy. In the account of that series
(see "Diskussija o polozhenii...", 1932) the active ideoiogization (under
the pretext of "bringing paedology close to practice") could be seen very
clearly. Again, Zalkind led the fight for the new Marxist paedology, calling
for a critical review of all Western literature that had "ignored" the "class
principle" of human development. He defined the "evil of mechanism" in
paedology as the "class-free conceptualization of the environment" ("Di's-
kussija ...", 1932, p. 96), and added his contribution to the redefinition of
paedology:
Paedology [is a] social science where the primary [aspect] is the social contents
of child development, the development of the child's personality, its ideologi-
cal and psychological development, the development of its social-productive
activity... Paedology [is a] science that unites in itself, on the dialectical-
holistic plane, all processes of the study of child development and unites all
study of the child (psychological, physiological, psychotechnical etc.) into a
united paedological system. ("Diskussija...", p. 97)
His fierce presentation (on April 24,1932) was followed by three sessions
of discussions of its contents on May 18, June 2, and June 9. Among the
people who were reported to have discussed Zalkind's programmatic state-
ment were Krupskaja, Molozhavyj, Kolbanovsky (since 1931 tbe Director
of the Institute of Psychology, Paedology and Psychotechnics) Blonsky, and
Vygotsky. Krupskaja's presentation, with its reference to the authority of
Lenin, was in effect a defense of paedology from the excesses of ideological
criticism, which nevertheless emphasized the need for multi-faceted and
practice-oriented paedological research. An even more clear-cut defense of
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paedology against the fervor of reforms was provided by Molozhavyj, and
Kolbanovsky suggested that the disputes in paedology should be curtailed
and real work recommenced. Kolbanovsky's description of the paedological
work that took place in his Institute is interesting in this context, since it
may explain his support of Vygotsky's paedological work (as well as its re-
labeling as "psychology" in 1934):
[the leading issue is] "the study of the regularities of the child's psychological
development, the history of the child's mental development." This study
proceeds without separation from physiology, taking into account the social
influence of the environment. If that study of the child is called paedological
study by someone, then it is not necessary to dispute this, although he
[Kolbanovsky] thinks that such study is not paedological but psychological,
based on the directions of the founders of Marxism. ("Diskussia...", 1932,
p. 107)
Despite the efforts of paedologists to tame the increasingly acrimonious
ideoligical dispute in paedology, the social environment of the discipline
guided its discourse along the paths of the new (Stalinist) society, which was
constructed by the joint efforts of naive believers, communists, and political
demagogues. Paedology had been taken over by a new guard which forced it
to service the needs of pedagogics. The practical activities of paedologists in
schools, as well as research efforts and lecture courses at various institutes
continued until the Paedology Decree of July 4, 1936 which eradicated all
paedology from Soviet society.
As we can see, Vygotsky's position in Soviet paedology is not easy to
define, since the scene of paedology shifted so much under the influence of
wider social changes. Perhaps the key to understanding Vygotsky's paedol-
ogy would be provided by an attempt to understand the development of his
paedological ideas in the context of all the changing social ferment of
paedology at large.
Vygotsky's Role in Soviet Paedology
Given the rich traditions of paedology in Russia, and the educational
experiments in the 1920s, it is not surprising that Soviet paedological
discourse served as a relevant context for Vygotsky's development as a
psychologist. His interest in issues of special education (defectology) must
have played an important role in his move into the paedological arena.
Vygotsky's writing of the textbook Pedagogical Psychology, which was
written in the early to mid-1920s marked the beginning of his studies of
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children. (Vygotsky, 1926i; see chapter 3). Also, the Congress on Psycho-
neurology in January 1924, where Vygotsky made his first appearance on
the scene of psychology, was simultaneously a conference on paedology
(its full name was The Ail-Russian Congress on Paedology, Experimental
Pedagogics, and Psychoneurology, although paedology section was not yet
the separate discipline that it became later). When his dissertation was
accepted as qualifying him for academic teaching (in October, 1925),
Vygotsky began to be involved in teaching at different places of higher
education. His pedagogical activities in the area of paedology were con-
ducted at the Second Moscow State University (later the Moscow State
Pedagogical Institute), at which active research and education in paedology
had begun around that time. At the same time he was teaching at different
other institutions of higher education in Moscow, at the Institute of
Paedology and Defectology, the Academy of Communist Education, and the
Central Institute of Raising the Qualification of Cadres of Public Education.
Vygotsky was an active participant in the journal Pedologija from its
inception and his article on the cultural development of the child appeared
in the first issue of that journal (Vygotsky, 1928p). This article was the first
version of the main English-language publication of his lifetime (Vygotsky,
1929s). From the time of the second issue of the new journal, Vygotsky was
listed as a "member of the large editorial board" (Pedologija, 1928, no. 2, p.
217), with paedologists like M. Basov, M. Bernshtein, P. Blonsky, A.
Griboedov, A. Zalkind, A. Zaluznyj, S. Molozhavyj, N. Rybnikov, I.
Sokoliansky, N. Shchelovanov, and others. Notably, Alexander Luna was
not listed among the members of that board. From 1929 (issues 3 and 4 of
the journal) the name of Vygotsky can be found on the front cover of the
journal as a "member of the presidium of the editorial board," which he
served until 1931. In contrast, Vygotsky's name appears as a member of the
editorial board of Pedologija's sister journal Psikhologija (also established
in 1928) only a year later, that is, from 1930 (starting with the third
volume). This slight asymmetry in time need not be a coincidence. This time
lapse can be explained by the shift of Vygotsky's interests from psychology
to paedology.
On April 15, 1931, Vygotsky became a Professor of paedology at the
Second Moscow Medical Institute (G. L. Vygodskaja, November 19, 1988,
personal communication). It is exactly around that time that his work came
under attack for its supposed connections ith menshivizing idealist philo-
sophers and psychologists. Nevertheless, his paedology appointments con-
tinued: towards the end of his life (January, 1934) he listed his teaching
affiliations as Professor and Head of the Department of General and Age
Paedology of the Second Moscow Medical Institute; and as Professor and
Head of the Department of Paedology of Disturbed Childhood at Moscow
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State Pedagogic Institute, and mentioned that he had been appointed to a
professorship at Herzen Pedagogical Institute in Leningrad.
Vygotsky's Paedology: The Study of Development
It is not surprising that Vygotsky became actively involved in paedology in
the late 1920s. As is obvious from his assertions about the nature of
paedology, he saw in that discipline the basis for a synthesis of the different
disciplines studying children. Vygotsky clearly had his own agenda in what-
could-be-called paedology, which found its expression in his lectures on
paedology from 1931 onwards, lectures which were delivered to students of
Leningrad Pedagogical Institute and published after his death as a small
book titled Foundations of Paedology (Vygotsky, 1935g) under the editor-
ship of M. A. Levina. After the death of Mikhail Basov in October 1931, the
course on general paedology was left without a professor to cover the
lectures, and arrangements were made for Vygotsky to travel to Leningrad
to deliver lectures at the Herzen Pedagogical Institute.
No doubt as a result of its being a course of introductory lectures in
paedology, the transcripts published as Foundations of paedology are
remarkably clear. In fact, the text shows how Vygotsky was concerned with
making his version of paedology clear to his listeners. He explicitly made
reference to the difficulty of presentation of his abstract ideas, promising the
students that he would clarify these ideas when they began the analysis of
case materials (e.g. Vygotsky, 1935b, pp. 20).
Vygotsky's version of paedology differed from that of his contemporaries.
While his contemporaries were adamant about emphasizing the "interdisci-
plinary" nature of paedology in the study of the child, Vygotsky explicitly
differentiated paedology from other disciplines by defining it as the science
of children's development:
One can study children's diseases, die pathology of childhood, and chat would
also to some extent be a science about the child. In pedagogics, the upbringing
of children can be studied, and that too is to some extent science of the child.
One can study the psychology of the child and that too will to some extent be
a science about the child. Therefore we must specify from the very beginning
what exactly is the object of paedological investigation. That is why it is more
exact to state that paedology is the science of the development of the child.
The development of the child is the direct and immediate object of our science.
(Vygotsky, 1935b, p. 1, original emphasis)
Note that there is no trace of a connection between any social class-bound
background, as the ideological orthodoxy of the time maintained.
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Vygotsky's definition of paedology was that it was fundamentally a science
of development. Following this specification of the scope of paedology,
Vygotsky immediately recognized that he had confronted his students with
a new obstacle to understanding. What, after all, is development? He
proceeded to characterize its time-bound nature (declaring development to
have "complex organization in time," Vygotsky, 1935g, p. 2), and to
provide examples of how "calendar time" ("passport age") does not reflect
the development of children. At different periods in children's development,
rime units that are nominally the same (e.g. an interval of one month) are
developmentally very different, since they cover different "intensities" of
events in the life-course. So, one month at the age of 15 years may be rather
uneventful as far as development is concerned, while the same period during
infancy may cover some relevant reorganizations that lead the child to a
qualitatively new level of functioning. Thus, Vygotsky emphasized the
uneven nature of development: it proceeds "cyclically or rhythmically" and
if one wanted to graphically depict it, the depiction could not be made with
the help of an exponential straight line (Vygotsky, 1935g, p. 6). All
development takes the form of "wave-like curves", both when we look at
particular functions (e.g. weight, speech, intellectual development, memory,
attention, etc.) and at development in general. For Vygotsky, this is "the
first law of development:" development is a process which takes place in
time, and proceeds in cyclical fashion. He immediately proceeded to
describe the "second law" of development: that different aspects of child
development develop in uneven and non-proportional way (Vygotsky,
1935g, p. 7). This "second law" in essence reflected Vygotsky's acceptance
of the principle of heterochrony, and harmonized well with the then current
structural-dynamic perspective on psychological issues. Here, in the context
of paedology, Vygotsky had a more systematic explanation of the structural
reorganization of the wholes as those develop from one state to a qualita-
tively new one. The structure of the child's developing personality changes
at each new age period, as different parts of the system of the personality
take a dominant role in the developing person at different ages. Evoking
Baldwin's emphasis on the unity of evolution and involution (1935g, p. 11),
Vygotsky described the intrasystetnic reorganization in the developing
person. Heterochrony leads to the reoganization of dominance patterns
between parts of the personality at different ages. This takes the form of the
"law of metamorphisis" (Vygotsky, 1935g, p. 12), which of course was
another version of the idea of dialectical synthesis that had been the core of
Vygotsky's world-view all through his life.
Vygotsky saw paedology's conceptualization of development in clearly
interactionist terms. He rejected all preformist perspectives on development
(1935g, pp. 14-18) and emphasized the future-oriented process that con-
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structs (synthesizes) novel psychological function structures. In human
history, the emergence of specifically human psychological functions (higher
psychological functions) is of course the most dramatic evidence of the
synthesis of the novelty, as Vygotsky's "cultural-historical" theorizing had
claimed already before. However, the application of the principles of
development to ontogeny is the crucial aspect of Vygotsky's paedology.
He tried to link the process of synthesizing novelty in development with
the present and past of the developing child (e.g. "the past has the most
immediate influence on the emergence of the present in the future;"
Vygotsky, 1935g, p. 20). In other terms, the child's past experiences guide
(but do not determine, otherwise development would not create novelty) the
ways in which the child's actions at the present are instrumental in the
construction of the "new present" (or, previous "future").
Vygotsky paid a great deal of attention to the issue of methodology of
paedology. A whole lecture (lecture 2 in Vygotsky, 1935g, pp. 21—41) was
devoted to the issue of methodology, in which his emphasis on the analytic
strategy ("analysis into units" as opposed to "analysis into elements") was
outlined with great vigor and consistency. In fact, it is in Foundations of
Paedology (out of all texts) where this facet of Vygotsky's thinking is
expressed most extensively, possibly again due to the didactic and oral
nature of the original text. Furthermore, Vygotsky emphasized the holistic
(chelostnyj) and "clinical" nature of paedological methodology. He was
careful to point out that the holistic emphasis of paedological methodology
did not mean a refusal to analyze the phenomena under study but rather it
led to the methodological imperative of the use of "analysis into units." In
our contemporary terms, we might find Vygotsky to be a forerunner of the
present-day fascination with fractals, minimal Gestalts of which complex
structures are composed.
Vygotsky's emphasis on the normative status of the "clinical method" as
the core of paedology as the science of development deserves careful
exposition. "Clinical" was the term used by Vygotsky to contrast the
development focus of the method to the "symptomatic" one. As Vygotsky
explained (1935g, p. 33), the symptomatic emphasis had dominated medi-
cine in the past (in the form of the detection and classification of patients'
symptoms, rather than of the illness that these symptoms were reflecting). In
contrast, the "clinical method" implied the analysis of the underlying
system of causes that give rise to a set of possible (often seemingly contradic-
tory) symptoms. This method is "conditional-genetic" (Kurt Lewin's term
that Vygotsky occasionally used), or "syndrome-analytic" (see Luria and
Artemeva, 1970), and integrates a number of traditions from a methodolog-
ist's repertoire (observation, experiment, interview, etc.). Thus, Vygotsky's
"clinical method" was not in opposition to "experimental" or to any other
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of our contemporarily "scientific" instruments but merely reflected the need
to go beyond the external symptoms (atomistically analyzed behaviors) of
the developing organisms and to re-construct the causal system that leads
psychological development, a process that is defined by the feature of
novelty construction.
Vygotsky recognized the great divide between his version of paedology
and that propagated by others: a divide caused by the differing views of
methodology:
At first, paedology was also a symptomatic science. It studied external features
of child development, of mental development, development of child speech; it
claimed that on that or other year, these and other features emerge in the
child. It was, like all symptomatic sciences, primarily descriptive, it could not
explain why one or another feature emerges. (Vygotsky, 1935g, p. 33)
This definition of paedology as studying "symptom complexes" of chil-
dren with which Vygotsky contrasted his synthesis-oriented view, was
exemplified by Blonsky (1925b, p. 8). Thus, in a way, Vygotsky was aligned
here with the trend of the time that had been critical of Blonsky, but
Vygotsky never participated in such highly declarative campaigns. In con-
trast to traditional paedology's description of age-related psychological
changes, Vygotsky's version of paedology was essentially a developmental
science interested in the basic mechanisms of development that would
provided satisfactory explanation for age-related changes. The example that
Vygotsky used to illustrate the separation of the symptomatic and causal-
genetic analyses was the one used in conjunction with the introduction of
the idea of "zone of proximal development" (see chapter 13), that is, the
contrast between the "Wunderkind" and "truly igenious" children. At the
level of external "complex of symptoms" both kinds of children seem
comparably exceptional, whereas in the underlying capability of "turning
present into future" the "true geniuses" can develop their capabilities
further with the help of instructional support, while "Wunderkinder" have
reached the plateau in their (overtrained) functions (1935g, pp. 35-6). Of
course, Vygotsky had to recognize that the set of symptoms (external
features) that is available serves as a starting basis for paedology, but he
stressed his conviction that paedology should move from the study of
symptoms to that of their underlying processes of development. This
perspective on paedology as the study of synthesis in development was
contiguous with that of Basov's (see Basov, 1931, p. 18).
In Vygotsky's paedology, the "clinical method" in the study of develop-
ment implied the use of the case-study approach in its longitudinal version
(1935g, p. 38). Developmentally, the main "control condition" that makes
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sense is that of the previous state of organization of the same child, rather
than of any other child (less so a group of children). Of course, the
uniqueness of individual life-courses complicates the process of generalizing
from such within-case longitudinal comparisons, so Vygotsky combined it
with comparison between different longitudinal case descriptions of
development (1935g, p. 39). Thus, the primary within-case longitudinal
analysis, paired with the secondary between-cases longitudinal compari-
sons, constituted the core of research design for Vygotsky's paedology as
developmental science. Although he recognized the value of knowledge
about inter-child differences (the differential-psychological focus), Vygotsky
concentrated upon the general-developmental focus as the core of paedol-
ogy as a science.
The "Nature—Nurture Question:" The Paedological Basis of
Psychological Investigation of Twins
In his discussion of the general developmental processes, Vygotsky could
not ignore the "nature—nurture controversy" as this issue labeled in our
contemporary jargon. It is in this debate that Vygotsky focuses on basic
mechanisms. Paedology, according to him, is primarily interested in the
ways in which the hereditary bases of development and actual life-course
experiences of the children become integrated. Therefore, paedology is
interested not in "stable" features (immutably genetically determined fea-
tures, such as eye color, that undoubtedly vary within a population), but
rather in those hereditary features that are themselves open to modification
when exposed to experience (Vygotsky, 1935g, p. 44).
The "genetic openness" of a subclass of hereditary features was an
important theme in evolutionary thinking in Russia in the 1920s, following
Severtsov's theory of adaptation. This approach was widespread in paedol-
ogy (e.g. see Basov, 1931, chapter 2), and (in an over-ideologized form)
served later as the basis for Lysenko's "biology." By the late 1920s,
however, the interests of evolutionists, medical scientists, and paedologists
were united in the efforts to deal with human genetics and its role in
psychological development. A large research program on the investigation
of development of twins was started at the Medico-Biological Institute in
1929 (see Levit, 1935), with the immediate participation of Alexander Luria
and with input from Vygotsky.
In a number of studies with twins which were conducted at that Institute
(Lebedinsky, 1932; Mirenova, 1932; Luria and Mirenova, 1936a; 1936b)
results indicated that the higher psychological processes would be the
domain of relative autonomy of psychological functions from hereditary
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control, whereas in the domain of lower psychological functions the heredi-
tary features were found to be dominant. Vygotsky endorsed this finding of
the "genetic openness" for the higher psychological functions (1935g, pp.
50, 52). Furthermore, Vygotsky claimed that in the process of development
the very relation between hereditary and experiential factors changes,
depending upon the particular function under study. Although for many
psychological functions the influence of hereditary factors can be observed
to decrease over age, for some (Vygotsky mentions the psychosexual
functions here) the link between hereditary and experiential sides may
become more pronounced over age. In general, Vygotsky seems to apply the
idea of "separate lines" that become linked at some rime (borrowed from
Vagner here), as it is applied to heredity/experience relationships.
Indeed, the sequence of the studies of twins conducted by Luria and his
colleagues at the Medico-Biological Institute provided the basis for Vygots-
ky's claim that higher psychological functions are qualitatively different
from their "lower" counterparts, as these "higher" functions have been
assembled in development in ways that have "leaped beyond" the genetic
control that limits the "lower" functions. In that process, "genes" and
"environment" operated not as additive (or separable) entities but as
opposites inherently linked in dialectical opposition.
The series of twin studies involved a number of efforts to contrast higher
and lower psychological functions. In the work of N. Morozova (referred to
in Luria, 1936, pp. 363—4) roughly 150 pairs of mono- and dizygotic twins
(age range 6-14 years) were studied using the "cultural-historical"
(stimulus-means mediated) memory experiments (similar to Leont'ev, 1931,
1932). A mediated version of the memory experiment was contrasted with
recognition memory for simple geometric figures (tapping into "lower"
memory processes). Using the traditional means of establishing the extent of
genetic "control" over psychological functions (difference in correlation
coefficient between samples of mono- and dizygotic twins in the given
function) it was shown that the correlation for lower memory processes in
the monozygotic group was high, and for the dizygotic twins low. This was
seen as proving the link with "gene control" of the elementary memory
functions. At the same time, for the mediated memory tasks the difference
between correlation coefficients from mono- and dizygotic groups was
absent, which indicated the relative independence of the higher form of
memorizing from the direct "generic control."
It is interesting to note here that Luria (as well as Vygotsky) argued in
favor of the "relative freedom" of higher psychological functions from the
"genetic control," and this constitutes an interesting mixture of traditional
research methodology (comparison of correlations) and the dialectical
perspective on the gene—environment relationship. If heredity and environ-
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ment are two opposing sides of the same dialectically developing whole,
then it is in principle impossible to specify whether one or the other of the
two opposites was in some quantitatively measurable way "more" or "less"
in control over the given function. However, it is exactly that quantitative
estimation that was used by Luria and Vygotsky to demonstrate the unity of
genes and environment. In short, Vygotsky was unable to apply his dialecti-
cal scheme of synthesis to human genetics.
Instead, the relevant empirical issue emphasized by Vygotsky and Luria in
the studies of twins was the age-specific difference in the traditionally
measured gene—environment relative impact upon different psychological
functions. Thus, Luria (1936, pp. 365-6) reported that by the age of 12 to
14 years the relative roles of genotype and environment become changed, as
the children use mediated psychological functions, while at an earlier age
(five to seven years) mediated memorizing was not demonstrated, which
paralleled the démonstration of genotype's dominance over environment as
measured through the correlation-comparison technique.
At the end of 1932 (and beginning of 1933), the investigations of
psychological functions in twins turned into a new domain that was more
specifically fitting with Vygotsky's concerns. The research now turned to
selective teaching of each of two monozygotic twins of different strategies of
problem-solving, and then studying both twins over longer time period.
Luria and Mirenova (1936a) taught five pairs of five to six-year-old twins
construction skills, the reconstruction of a visual model out of given blocks.
Two kinds of skills - based on holistic units (M) and reconstruction by
elements (E) — were taught to the twins over two and a half months. Six
months after the beginning of the teaching, the twins were tested for their
ways of solving the construction problems. In three pairs, the twin who was
taught the reconstruction task in accordance with the holistic strategy
(model) was shown to have picked up that strategy, whereas the control
twins in these three pairs were demonstrated to use an elements-based
reconstruction strategy. The two kinds of strategies involved a different role
in relation to internal cognitive activity. The first (M) kind led to reliance on
planning before acting, whereas the second (E) implied an external, direct
trial-and-error approach. Re-testing the three pairs of twins (the rest - the
other two pairs — did not show sufficient teaching effect at this time, and
were left out) a year later (Autumn, 1934), Luria and Mirenova (1936a)
found remarkable preservation of the "higher" strategy (planned construc-
tion based on the holistic model) to be retained. Their final conclusion was
characteristically phrased in terms of Vygotsky's idea of the development of
novel functions: in the process of teaching/learning, new skills can be
developed which lead to the emergence of qualitatively novel psychological
operations. As the child develops further (without the particular skill being
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further trained), the skill may gradually disappear but the psychological
operation (e.g. orientation towards planning while solving a problem)
remains, and is applicable to other tasks (Luria and Mirenova, 1936a, p.
504). The qualitative synthesis of psychological operations on the basis of
skills that emerge in the inter-individual (teaching/learning) experience,
remains as a "gained" mechanism for the control of other psychological
processes.
The Nature of "Environment" in Vygotsky's Paedology
As in the work of other paedologists of the rime (Basov, Molozhavyj, etc.),
the nature of the environment occupied a centrally relevant place in Vygots-
ky's paedology. He devoted a whole lecture to that issue (lecture 4, in
Vygotsky, 1935g, pp. 58-78). In that lecture, Vygotsky integrated the
major aspects of his cultural-historical theory (e.g. units of analysis as
structured minimal wholes, meanings as units of analysis, development as
co-produced by active organism and environment, the primacy of social
experience over individual-psychological development) with the notion of
structured organization of environment that was present in the thinking of
paedologists at large (e.g. Basov, 1931, pp. 74-5). According to Vygotsky,
paedology studies the environmental structure as it relates to the psycholo-
gical organization of the developing child, and is not interested in the
environment as it exists in itself. It is that relational emphasis that domin-
ates any study of development: the external structure of the environment
(the speech that is used by family members, for instance) may be constant,
but how different children of different ages relate to that environment (for
instance: children of six months, three years, and ten years of age) differs
remarkably. If the infant is only beginning to make sense of the curious
world of speech surrounding him, the ten-year-old is already an active
participant in the family discourse, with a very different (meaningful]
relation to the speech environment than can be seen in the younger siblings.
Vygotsky (following William Stern's ideas; see Kreppner, Valsiner, and Van
der Veer, forthcoming) emphasized the child's personal experience (perezhi-
vanie) of the environmental structure. He illustrated the differential emph-
asis that children's age-related experiences receive, with an example from a
clinical case of an alcoholic mother and her three children:
The external conditions in this family are the same for all three children. The
essence of the situation is very simple. The mother is an alcoholic, and seems
to suffer on that basis from some nervous and psychological disturbance. This
creates an extremely difficult situation for the children. On one occasion die
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mother, while under the influence of drink, tries to throw one of the children
out of a window, beats the children, and throws them onto the floor. In short,
the children live under appalling conditions in a state of fear. The three
children are brought to us [in the clinic). Each of the three presents a quite
different picture of disturbed development, in response to the very same life
situation... In the youngest child we and the pattern that is characteristic in
such cases for youngest children. He reacts to the situation neurotically, that
is, defensively. He is horrified by what is happening. As a result, he develops
fears; enuresis and stuttering are manifestations of these fears, and sometimes
he simply remains silent; he loses his voice. In other words, the child is utterly
cowed, overwhelmed by a sense of helplessness. In the second child, an
extremely tortuous state emerges... a state o f . . . inner conflict; this is a
frequent state in cases where the child develops contradictory affective
relationships towards the mother... an ambivalent relationship. On the one
hand, the mother is an object of strong attachment for the child, but on the
other, the mother is the source of all kinds of fear, the most difficult
impressions that the child experiences Finally, the third, eldest child,
revealed a completely unexpected pattern. This turned out to be a child who
was not very intelligent, quite shy, but who while manifesting these features
showed signs of some kind of early maturity, early seriousness, early caring.
He already understood the situation. He understood that the mother was sick,
and felt sorry for her. He saw that the younger children were at risk when the
mother raged. He takes a special role. He must put the mother to bed, see to it
that she does not hurt the younger ones, and comfort the younger ones him-
self. He is left to be the mature one in the family, the one with responsibility
to take care of the others. As a result, the course of all of his development is
changed. This was not a typical, boisterous child, with lively and simple
interests and activities. This was a child who had drastically changed in his
development, a child of a quite different type. (Vygotsky, 193Sg, pp. 60-2)
Indeed, the "activity" emphasis of Vygotsky's paedology is present in this
example: the different relations of different-aged children within the same
social-environmental structure depends upon the roles the children have to
play in it. However, for Vygotsky the relevance of the interaction with the
structured environment was the utilization of the latter as the resource for
the child's psychic life-experiences and meanings, that were seen as the
intricate link that connected the developing child and the environment into
a mutual relation. This clarifies Vygotsky's view on how paedology studies
the environment in its relation with the acting, experiencing and developing
child. It is the child's experiencing (perezhivanie) of the environment,
organized by the use of meanings (the socially constructed "stimulus-
means") that constitutes the essence of the study of environment for
Vygotsky's system of paedology. Of course, the generalization process that
is involved in the construction of meaningfulness (osmyslivanie) of any
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given personal experience with an environmental structure has the propen-
sity to prepare the developing child for future encounters with different
environments. According to Vygotsky,
The environment has one or another influence on the child's development that
differs at different ages, because the child himself changes and his relationship
to the given situation changes as well. The environment has that
influence... through the experiences of the child, i.e., depending upon how
the child has worked out in himself the internal relationship towards the tone
or any other aspect of one or another situation in the environment. The
environment defines one or another development depending upon the level of
meaningfulness [stepen' osmyslenija] that the child has assembled for the
given environment. (Vygotsky, 1935g, p. 68)
So, it is the personally meaningful experience that emerges in the child-
environment relationship and guides the further process of development.
Here Vygotsky linked this theory with the basic "law of sociogenesis"
propounded by Baldwin and Janet (Van der Veer and Valsiner, 1988): the
higher psychological functions emerge first in the collective behavior of the
child, in the form of cooperation with others, and only subsequently become
internalized as the child's internal functions (Vygotsky, 1935g, p. 77).
However, Vygotsky did not present this "cooperation with others" with the
primacy of equal collaborators in mind. Instead, Vygotsky considered the
asymmetric relationship in the cooperation between the developing child
and his social environment to be the normative case. The child's social
environment includes a variety of "ideal forms" of the end-product of
development (adult forms), and the developing child starts from the lack of
possessing these forms. These "ideal forms" guide the child's experiences
with the social world, that is, his "cooperation" with others, and direct the
child's construction of meaningfulness in his relationship with the world.
Vygotsky stressed the dangers for development in cases where these "ideal
forms" are not present (e.g. in the case of deaf children of hearing parents)
or are not easily accessible (as in peer-group situations when the children's
peer group is left to "cooperate" without adult supervision). The latter case
was described by Vygotsky when he contrasted children in day-care centers
with children raised in families. Given the greater number of children per
care-giver in the center, the accessibility to "ideal forms" of adult speech
was claimed to be less than in the home conditions.
Vygotsky's strong belief in the relevance of asymmetric relationships
between the "social world" (filled with a instances of the "ideal forms") and
the developing child is elaborated when he provides a hypothetical example
of language-development in deaf-mute children:
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If you study a deaf—mute child, it transpires that the development of speech of
the deaf-mute child will proceed along two different lines, dependent upon
whether die deaf-mute child is isolated in the family, or whether he is
developing together with other deaf—mute children. Investigations show that
deaf—mute children develop their own kind of speech, mime, mime language,
which is very rich in its development. The child develops an alternative
language. The children together in cooperation, in society, create that lan-
guage. But can we compare the development of that mime language with the
development of the language that takes place in interaction with the ideal
forms? Of course not. It means that if we have a case where the ideal form is
absent from the environment, and we only have the case where the initial
forms (nacbal'nyie formy) interact with one another, then the development
has an extremely limited, compressed and impoverished nature. (Vygotsky,
1935g, p. 73)
Vygotsky may have been influenced in his comparative evaluation of the
relevance of "ideal forms" and "basis-forms" by some data by McCarthy
(1930, pp. 62-3) who showed that normal children who experienced adult
speech environments produced generally longer speech samples to an (adult)
investigator, than children who either associated with older children, or
peers. In other relevant work of his (see chapter 13), Vygotsky credited
McCarthy with the empirical demonstration of the role of more experienced
"social others" in individual development. Most definitely this idea of
language development being linked with "ideal forms" in the environment
was substantiated by the work of Luria and Judovich (1956). This work was
done on language therapy with twins whose parents had taken minimal care
of them, and who had developed their own idiosyncratic communication
system which functioned well in their own shared environment, but who
demonstrated large delay in the development of adult language. By means of
separating the twins from each other and providing each of them with a
situation of interaction necessity (in therapy sessions) with an adult, the
delay in the verbal language development was overcome quite efficiently.
In sum, Vygotsky's version of paedology united several postulates of his
cultural-historical theory with the dynamic, interactionist perspective of
environment that was developing in paedology in the USSR at the time. The
main distinguishing feature of all Soviet paedology of the time, in contrast
with its previous European and North-American counterparts, was the
emphasis on the social organization of the environment of the developing
child (Rybnikov, 1928, p. 5; Zalkind, 1930e, p. 22). Of course, as we
showed above, with the "great break" in paedology in 1931-2 the environ-
ment became defined in Soviet paedology as class environment. In his
lectures Vygotsky largely ignored that ideologically driven emphasis, and
remained true to his own theory of development. He combined that theory
VYGOTSKY THE PAEDOLOGIST 319
with the active role of the developing child - the "actor-in-environment"
(dejatel' v srede; the terminology is Basov's) - in the (characteristically
Vygotskian) domain of semiotic activity (construction and use of signs). In
this respect, Vygotsky's paedology grew out of his cultural-historical pers-
pective and his educational theories being catalyzed by his acceptance of the
"ideal form" that was present in his surroundings (that of the creation of the
"new socialist man"), while the "class-based" concept of environment was
rejected.
Roots of Vygotsky's Paedology: From "Child Study" to a Science
of Development
Vygotsky's Foundations of Paedology constituted the (published) end-point
of the development of his views in that discipline. As with many of
Vygotsky's oral texts, the lectures published in that book were highly
contentious, yet poorly substantiated with data. The editorial work on these
lecture texts has not improved the inadequate referencing, all the more so by
the rime the book appeared (1935) the whole paedology movement in the
USSR was nearing its extinction, that is, the decree of 1936. Others used
Vygotsky's early paedological writings, like Paedology of the School Age
(1928t) were used to actively criticize his supposedly "bourgeois" and
"idealistic" ideas that were seen as slavery to Western thinking (Feofanov,
1932). No doubt, under these conditions adding adequate references to the
published version of oral lectures might have endangered the fate of the
book, a teaching aid as it was meant to be, at Leningrad Pedagogical
Institute.
Thus, in order to trace the development of Vygotsky's version of paedol-
ogy as a science of development, we need to turn his earlier paedological
writings, all of which were either educational aids for extra-mural students
(1928t; 1929n; 1930p; 1931h), or provocative presentations about paedol-
ogy and its organizational problems (Vygotsky, 1929i; 1929J; 1931a;
1931b; 1931c; 1931d; 1933d/1935). Vygotsky's debt to the traditions of
"child study" (G. S. Hall, etc.), "experimental pedagogics" (E. Meumann),
and his contemporary Russian paedology (P. Blonsky, A. Zalkind, M.
Basov) then becomes clear. In his characteristic way, Vygotsky followed
none of these authorities but did borrow ideas from each, linking these ideas
with principles taken from evolutionary thinking (Baldwin, Severtsov, Vag-
ner), and child psychology (W. Stern, Piaget).
The first part of Vygotsky's Paedology of the Adolescent (Vygotsky,
1929p) can be viewed as a good example of a predecessor to his later
lectures in Leningrad, published as Foundations of Paedology, It had
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basically the same compositional structure (not surprisingly, given that both
were meant for students as learning aids), proceeding from the definition of
paedology to its methodology, and to the description of the main stages of
child development. Interestingly, in 1929 paedology was not yet defined
outright as a science of development. Vygotsky stuck to the conventional
definition of the discipline as a "science of the child," specifying that the
main and primacy aspect of child study is that of development, the "main
features" of which we need to study (Vygotsky, 1929p, p. 3). The cyclical
and nonlinear nature of development was mentioned but not elaborated
(compare Vygotsky, 1929p, pp. 5-6 and 1935g, pp. 2-8); the importance
of the principle of metamorphosis was made clear, in conjunction with the
stress on evolutionary epistemology (Baldwin) and Stern's convergence
principle (Vygotsky, 1929p, pp. 6-7). Vygotsky stressed the necessity to
conceptualize development as qualitative transformation taking place
against a background of quantitative accumulations, and argued for the
unity of biological and social sides of development. In this respect Vygotsky
seems to have been fascinated by a rather poetic Utopian idea of Zalkind's
(1927a), quoting him on the theme of how the future is constructed in the
present:
The historical development of the human type is based upon the functions of
the cortex. All that development, mediated from outside, as all psychological
and cultural development of the child is likewise determined from outside by
social environment, is accomplished in its main in the cortex and via the
cortex. "The growing cortical mediatedness of human physiology in the end is
of great importance as a progenerative factor." History, changing the human
type, depends upon the cortex; the new socialist man will be created through
the cortex; upbringing is in general an influence upon the cortex. Zalkmd
created a brilliant formulation that expresses that meaning of the cortex. "The
cortex has joint way with socialism, and socialism with the cortex." That is
why, in Marxist paedology, the primacy of social mediation of personality
development includes the role of cortex in development as the main question.
If the cortex has the central role in child development, then it is exactly the
degree of development of the central nervous system that should be the basis
of division of childhood into separate stages. "The central nervous system is
the main factor that produces from the stimuli of social environment the
future of the whole organism," says Zalkind. This feature [i.e. the relevance of
the CNS] has "not restorational but progenerative meaning." It [the cortex] is
a true carrier, or as it were a special "organ of development." (Vygotsky,
1929p, p. 14)
This, somwhat naive reliance on Zalkind by Vygotsky is not surprising.
Zalkind was one of the most active organizers of psychoneurological
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disciplines in the USSR all through the 1920s. Apart from his major
organizational roles, he also played a role in the Marxist reconstruction of
social sciences. Vygotsky's contacts with Zalkind must have been quite close
in everyday life, as they were both connected with the psychological
laboratory of the Academy of Communist Education in the latter half of
1920s (see "Spisok ...", 1929, p. 409).
A careful look at this approbation of Zalkind also brings together a
number of threads of intellectual interdependence. First, Vygotsky's later
theory that the future-generating role of the present state of development
was rooted directly in a socialist Utopian belief of the 1920s is first suggested
here. Secondly, Vygotsky's and Luria's later neuropsychological interests,
and espeically those studying the role of higher parts of the brain in
organizing the structure of psychological functions, are reflected in the
socialist Utopian fascination with the cortex. Vygotsky's earlier work on the
"principle of the dominant" in the mid-1920s served as another basis for
this interest.
Vygotsky's discourse on the methodology of paedology, in 1929, reveals
similar richness of sources for the development of his theories. First, he
continued his theme of "crisis" that was his central topic some years earlier
(see chapter 7), declaring that "paedology is now, especially in our country,
living through a most serious crisis" (Vygotsky, 1929p, p. 19). He had in
mind, this time, the crisis of the eclectic combination of knowledge from
different disciplines that study children. He saw the synthesis of knowledge
as a means of resolving this crisis, rather than the accumulation of "data"
from different disciplines. In that quest for synthesis in paedology, Vygotsky
called for paedology's methodology to be re-built on dialectical grounds.
This is implied in his advocacy of the study of processes of development, as
applied in structural-dynamic ways. Turning to methods, Vygotsky advised
that the empirical observational techniques of M. Basov and S. Molozhavyj,
the "natural experiment" of A. Lazursky, and - last but not least - the
clinical interview method of Jean Piaget should be employed. Having
pronounced on the study of the dynamics of development and dialectics as
the only basis for a scientific paedology, he later declared that "paedology is
based on the law of large numbers" (Vygotsky, 1929p, p. 33).
Dialectical Philosophy in Paedology: S. Molozhavyj
While Vygotsky's version of paedology still had not crystallized into its final
forms by the late 1920s, other Soviet paedologists were quick to make
Soviet paedology a specific Marxist discipline. The work of S. Molozhavyj is
particularly relevant in this respect, as his texts (Molozhavyj, 1928a, 1928b,
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1929, 1930a, 1930b) were the precursors to Vygotsky's own theories.
Molozhavyj also preceded Vygotsky in becoming the prime target of
ideological criticisms leveled against all major paedologists in 1931-2.
Molozhavyj's efforts to make paedology dialectical constituted a synth-
esis of Engels' principles of dialectics and the evolutionary biological
thinking which was being widely discussed in the USSR at that time (e.g.
Agol, 1928; Serebrovsky, 1928; and others). Molozhavyj argued for the
processes of equilibration (as our contemporary readers are familiar with,
after Piaget) and disequilibration, in conjunction with the notion of structu-
ral holism in development: "Every process becomes resolved in a way that
brings [the organism] either to the restoration of balance in its previous
structural form, or to the destruction, structural change, reorganization, re-
grouping - to a new type of connections, to a new coordination that enters
the system of elementary moments" (Molozhavyj, 1928a, p. 229).
Since any development is possible by way of organism—environment
interaction, Molozhavyj formulated what could be claimed to be (another)
original version of Soviet "activity theory" (independently of the Lazursky-
Basov tradition but preceeding that of Leontiev and the Kharkov School in
the 1930s). The abundance of activity theories in scientific thought in the
Soviet Union is not surprising, since such theories could emerge precisely at
at the intersection of evolutionary and dialectical thought complexes (from
Hegel to Engels). Molozhavyj proceeded to define paedology in ways very
close to the developmental emphasis that Vygotsky would give a bit later to
that discipline:
The science of the child is the science of developmental processes, the science
of the formation of novel mechanisms that are becoming more complex
[vyrabotka novykb usloznjajusbchikbsja mekhanizmov] under the influence of
new factors; [a science of] the break, reorganization, [and] transformation of
functions and material substances that underlie those, under conditions of
growth of the child's organism. Advancements of all linked sciences that open
for us the process of life, its mechanisms and factors in both simple and
complex forms pave the way to the understanding of genetics and formation
of man. However, the science of the child, as an independent theoretical
science, must be built on the dialectical investigation of specific processes of
the formation of the child. (Molozhavyj, 1928a, p. 231)
Molozhavyj continued to emphasize the focus on the plasticity of the
biological basis for all development. Plasticity makes it possible for develop-
ment to lead to the formation of new structural forms. The emergence of
qualitatively novel psychological mechanisms regulates the organism's rela-
tionships with its environment. According to Molozhavyj, child develop-
ment is characterized by the emergence of novel adaptive mechanisms as a
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result of discquilibration, rather than by equilibrative return to the previous
state of the organism. It is the environment that plays the leading role in
throwing the growing child off balance when the major changes occur (e.g.
as in case of transition from the intra-uterine to the extra-uterine environ-
ment). However, the processes that are triggered by the new environmental
structure are not merely passive-adaptive, but dialectical in their oppositio-
n.il relations within the child, and between the child and the structure of the
environment. In this respect Molozhavyj criticized Darwin's evolutionary
theory for its non-dialectical essence, as he recognizes gradual change by
way of adaptation rather than by discontinuous change beyond the immedi-
ate needs of adaptation that comes into being from the conflict of opposites
(1928, p. 234). To substantiate its arguments Molozhavyj made use of
genetic reflexology as demonstrating the ontogenetic sequence of child's
adaptation to changing structure of the environment,
Of course, it was the communist social Utopia that served as the environ-
mental structure for Molozhavyj's and his colleagues' theories of child
development as a dialectical process that is guided by the structure of the
environment (Molozhavyj, 1930c). Moiozhavyj refers to the need for rais-
ing a "new man" (1930c, p. 239; also Molozhavyj, 1930b, p. 329;
Molozhavyj and Molozhavaja, 1926, pp. 4-7), and, of course, the scenario
for this applied task that emerges from his dialectical view of paedology fits
that goal: by re-organizing the structure of the environment of the develop-
ing child, the educators can guide the child to the synthesis of qualitatively
novel psychological functions. The primacy of the social environment is
thus the starting datum of any educational system that attempts to make use
of the plasticity of development, whereas an emphasis on "genetic pre-
determinism" of ontogeny fits the educational systems that are fearful of
having control over the minds of the children.
Molozhavyj's main empirical work in the area of paedology dates from
1926, most of which is concentrated on the study of preschool-age chil-
dren's play (the results of that study program were published as
Molozhavyj, 1929) and general expressiveness (Molozhavyj and Molozha-
vaja, 1930). He was working in parallel with Vygotsky and Luna at the
Academy of Communist Education, leading the work of the Preschool
Section of the Academy. The central theme of Molozhavyj's work can be
seen in the holistic (structural) perspective on the functioning of children's
social collectives (Molozhavyj, 1930d; Molozhavyj and Shimkevich, 1926;
Molozhavyj and Molozhavaja, 1926). Using mostly naturalistic observation
and natural experiment techniques, which in the context of kindergartens
and young pioneers' groups were most reasonably applicable methods,
Molozhavyj (e.g. see Molozhavyj, 1929, pp. 12-15) analyzed the collective-
educational process in which the adult (teacher) can organize the activities
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of the group (collective) of children in ways that would lead to the
achievement of pedagogical goals (for instance, perseverance and interest in
work).
It becomes obvious that the general tendency to build paedology in the
late 1920s on a Marxist basis was quite widely discussed in the paedological
community. Vygotsky was not the only one who was trying to develop
paedology as a science of dialectical development of the child.
The Development of Vygotsky's Paedological Ideas
We can date the formative years for Vygotsky's development of his own
version of paedology as being roughly 1929 to 1931. During this time a
number of planning committees were formed to work out organizational
plans for the development of paedology in the USSR (see Pedologija, 1929,
no. 3). Vygotsky's participation in the work of the five-member committee
that worked out an organizational plan for the paedology of "difficult
childhood" was substantial (see Vygotsky, 1929J). He (and the whole
committee) stressed the need to keep research of "difficult childhood"
within the frame of general paedological research and away from the
eclecticism of empirical research as well as from "pedagogical anarchy"
(1929J, p. 334). Four criteria were stated to be at the foundation of the
research of "difficult childhood" (as well as defectology or "curing pedago-
gics;" Lechebnaja pedagogika): (1) Marxist thought as the basis for paedol-
ogy; (2) emphasis on the social mediation of the development of "difficult"
children; (3) study of dynamics of development of "difficult" children; and
(4) the link between paedological research and the development of Soviet
school and educational establishments for "difficult" children (Vygotsky,
1929J, p. 336). Criteria (l)-(3) were consonant with Vygotsky's "cultural-
historical" theorizing (see chapter 9).
Vygotsky was also involved in the work of another committee on the
organization of paedology of "national minorities" (natsmen). In this his
Euro-Russocentric world-view, fortified by the acceptance of the idea of
socialist reconstruction as a progressive social process, found its clear
expression. Vygotsky indeed viewed non-Russian cultures in the USSR as
being at a lower level in their historical development, and expressed the
sentiment that the building of the "new society" opened new developmental
possibilities for them (see chapter 9). He argued for the re-education of the
children of "national minorities" as it could be the mechanism of cultural
change at large (Vygotsky, 1929i, pp. 367-8). In line with the dialectical
emphasis on the study of processes of development, Vygotsky expressed
strong reservations about the transfer of Western child psychological tests
(and their normative standards) to the realm of paedological investigation
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of children of "national minorities" in the USSR. However, he was not
consistent in his evaluation of the use of tests, claiming that mass investiga-
tions might lead to the establishment of norms for tests in the Soviet
context. Again, at this time Vygotsky was still eclecrically mixing traditions
of the "old" child study movement with his own (emerging) agenda for
general paedology as the study of developmental processes in the child. That
latter focus found its place in the "plan for natsmen paedology" in the form
of the study of the structure of the environment of the developing child.
That environment
mainly determines those means of thinking and behavior with which the child
becomes equipped in the process of his development. It [the environment]
defines in general these possibilities of exercise and development, that are met
by his [child's] hereditary instincts. For example, in Islamic nationalities
among whom for centuries any kind of graphic activity, any drawing, was
forbidden, it is evident that from children of these nationalities it would be
impossible to expect any kind of fully-fledged development of the graphic
function [drawing] which is so characteristic of pre-school-aged children of all
European countries. Peoples who have never seen a pencil lag behind in the
area of written speech. As is known, the main methodical demand that is
prescribed for our tests is the requirement that they study independently the
abilities of the special forms of exercises, [in terms of) the most general and
distributed forms and degrees of exercise, in the given environment. But we
must say outright: the specific stage of the cultural development of a whole
people and the specific national form of that development give rise to a totally
different structure of the whole field of hereditary instincts, developing some,
eradicating others, and thus giving rise to a special social-psychological type of
child. (Vygotsky, 1929i, pp. 375-6)
Here the traditional (diagnostic) use of child-psychological tests is con-
trasted with the need for basic study of the processes that organize the
cultural development of children in their national environmental contexts.
The use of tests is inapplicable to the study of these processes, since the tests
merely "diagnose" the status of the child, under the assumption of tapping
into some general undifferentiated conditions of the environment which is
viewed as having a uniform "effect" on children. In contrast, Vygotsky
argued that a culturally structured environment creates a "field of exercisa-
bility" for the "hereditary precursors" of child development. This idea was
the first poorly formulated argument for the need to study those psychologi-
cal functions whose hereditary basis is most open to environmental
influences, a view Vygotsky would elaborate in Foundations of Paedology.
It seems that the crucial breakthrough in Vygotsky's emerging specific
formulation of paedology as a developmental science took place in late
1930. On November 21, 1930, he gave a presentation on the relationship
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between psikhotekhnika (psychotechnique) and paedology at a joint session
of the sections of psikhotekhnika of the Academy of Communist Education
and the Psychotechnical Society (1931d). He swiftly moved from the
consideration of "psikhotekhnika" to general psychology, and considered
paedological general reasoning (implicitly or explicitly) "supports" psycho-
logists' research on children (1931d, p. 177). At the same time, Vygotsky
argued for limiting the scope of paedology to the period of childhood
development, denouncing the inclusion of adult or old-age developmental
issues (1931d, p. 183). Vygotsky argued in favor of the paedologization of
psychotechnics in order to bring psychotechnical methods in line with
paedological theorizing. The latter was not meant to subsume either psycho-
technics or pedagogics (or psychology), but to serve as the framework for all
these disciplines. Paedology should not be construed as viewing "pure"
development and children's upbringing as mutually exclusive opposites
about the role of which either/or questions can be posed. Rather, these are
mutually inclusive opposites that lead the process of actual development by
way of producing dialectical synthesis.
Together with the presentation on the relations between paedology and
psychotechnics, Vygotsky published his analysis of paedology in two arti-
cles in Pedologija (Vygotsky, 1931a, 1931c), the latter of which was
simultaneously published also in Psikhologija. These articles enable us to
understand Vygotsky's own development in a number of ways. It was here
that the focus on paedology as a science of child development (instead of a
science of children who develop) becomes clear. Secondly, Vygotsky here
linked the "death of paedology" in Western Europe and North America
with methodological empiricism and theoretical eclecticism, arguing that it
was only on Marxist (dialectical) foundations that paedology as a science of
development could flourish. Thirdly, in his characteristic style, Vygotsky
argued against contemporary tendencies of reducing paedology to psychol-
ogy of child development (Blonsky), and to the study of reactions (à la
Kornilov), and that of setting paedology up as a discipline that borrows
nothing at all from psychology (Molozhavyj). It was here that Vygotsky
explicitly criticized Kornilov's reactological reductionism in print (although
his use of the reactological terminology had diminished since 1927), at a
time when Kornilov had become a target of other critics as well. His critique
was based on theoretical issues, free of any of the ideological rhetoric in
vogue at the time. Vygotsky went as far as to argue that particular
disciplines that study children - child psychology, for instance - can become
"sciences in their true sense" only if they became founded on the grounds of
paedology (Vygotsky, 1931c, p. 14). This "true science" is seen by Vygotsky
to be located in the synthesis of knowledge from different disciplines, and
concentrated on the holistic study of emerging syntheses in development
(1931e, p. 21).
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Conclusions: Vygotsky as a Paedologist
As we have seen, paedology for Vygotsky was not merely a label to denote
his varied interests in the cultural development of normal and retarded
children, and in education at large. Rather, in the late 1920s (at about 1927,
after his analysis of the crisis in psychology and with the growing dissatis-
faction with the growth of Marxist jargon in psychology), Vygotsky's
interests shifted from psychology to paedology, as the rapidly growing
discipline of the time. He redefined paedology — along the lines of a
dialectical perspective brought to the discipline by Molozhavyj - as the
general study of children's development.
It could be said that those aspects of Vygotsky's psychology that we in the
1990s have learned to appreciate — consistent emphasis on the processes of
development, on the emergence of novel (higher) organizational forms of
psychological processes, and refusal to reduce the dynamic psychological
complexity to its constituent elements - were actually perceived by
Vygotsky as the core of paedology. The "interdisciplinary" (in our contem-
porary sense) nature of Vygotsky's paedology was in dramatic contrast to
the eclectic mixing of data from the different disciplines that peripherally
studied children. He would no doubt be interested in the current debate
about the need to be interdisciplinary in our study of children, since for him
the theoretical core of a science (rather than its empirical coverage) determi-
nes the generality of the discipline.
It was because of his contributions to paedology that Vygotsky was
damned by the authorities, and any study of his ideas banned in the Soviet
Union, between 1936 and 1956; which explains the curious modifications
of terminology in later republications of selected parts of his work. Until the
1980s, Russian re-editions of Vygotsky's texts were careful to substitute the
term "paedology" in Vygotsky's texts with "school psychology", "child
psychology," or merely "psychology." Of course, such amendments dis-
tanced Vygotsky from the study of paedology (e.g. Kolbanovsky, 1956, p.
112). But these amendments introduced major historical distortions to
Vygotsky's original texts, for it was exactly through the paedology of his
own making that Vygotsky tried to escape from the provincialism of
Marxist psychology as it had developed by the late 1920s. Paedology
afforded Vygotsky what he had been looking for during his career: a
unification of his interest in the development of novel complex functions
with that of the educational needs of normal and retarded children and he
defended this new discipline against all criticism.
13
Education and Development
In the final years of his life Vygotsky returned to the problems of teaching in
school, focusing on the problem of the relationship between school teaching
and cognitive development. His approach to this problem was deeply rooted
in the paedological writings of the time and evolved whilst he was lecturing
at the Herzen Pedagogical Institute in Leningrad. It was at this Institute that
Vygotsky became acquainted with S. L. Rubinshtejn, later to be a leading
figure of Soviet psychology. Rubinshtejn asked him to lecture for his
students, and Vygotsky invited Rubinshtejn to be an opponent at ShiPs
defense of her dissertation on concept-formation (see chapter II).1
At the Herzen Pedagogical Institute Vygotsky quickly gathered a new
group of students (Arsen'eva, Zabolotnova, Kanushina, Chanturia, Efes,
Nejfec, and others) and collaborators (El'konin, Konnikova, Levina, and
Shif) and became involved in new research projects. Apart from the problem
of the relation between instruction and cognitive development the problem
of stages (age periods) in child development was a major research interest
and led him to write several chapters for a book on child development (see
chapter 12), which was never completed.
Lecturing to the students at the Herzen Pedagogical Institute in Leningrad
he raised the problem of the relation between school instruction and
cognitive development for the first time in tHe spring of 1933. The last time
he dealt with the issue was in the sixth chapter of Thinking and Speech,
which was probably written in the early summer of 1934. In these months
he gave half a dozen lectures on the subject, applying it to various practical
problems and different theoretical themes. The development of Vygotsky's
theories is illustrated in the lectures and manuscripts gathered in Vygotsky
(1935h; 1933n/1984), and the sixth chapter of 1934a (to give the right
chronological order). Read in that order it can be seen how the concept of
1
 In the Soviet Union, as in several other European countries, researchers who have comple-
ted their dissertation have to defend it during a public meeting. Under the eyes of worried
relatives and smiling fellow members of the scientific staff invited professors from other
universities test the researcher's knowledge and quick-wittedness during a ceremony that can
last up to two hours.
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the zone of proximal development was first used in the narrow context of
traditional intelligence testing and was later gradually broadened to encom-
pass the general problem of the relation of education and cognitive develop-
The Relation of Teaching to Cognitive Development
On March 17, 1933 Vygotsky raised the issue of the relation between
school teaching/learning (obuchenie) and cognitive development in a lecture
at the Epstejn Experimental Defectological Institute in Moscow (Vygotsky,
1933d/1935). He argued that the various points of view regarding this issue
fell into three categories. Psychologists belonging to the first category in
essence argued that school teaching should follow development: the child's
psychological functions should have reached a certain level of maturity,
after which the teaching process can start. The psychological functions are
seen to develop in a "natural" way, sometimes because researchers link their
development directly to the maturation of brain functions. This organistic
view of development Vygotsky ascribed, among others, to Piaget.
The organistic view could be criticized, so Vygotsky believed, on three
grounds. First, it led to a pedagogical pessimism. In Vygotsky's view, if a
child showed an incapacity to deal with or insufficient understanding of a
certain field one should concentrate all efforts exactly on this deficiency to
compensate for it. This global conviction quite probably arose as a result of
his defectological work and was based on his understanding of Adler's
concept of supercompensation (see chapter 4). Secondly, according to
Vygotsky it had been established that child development is a highly complex
process that cannot be characterized using one single measure. American
authors had put forward the idea of a double-level approach. One should
not only establish what the child can do now, at this moment, for this would
be denying that every process has its history (its embryonic phase), that it
develops before it becomes measurable in practice. "Essentially speaking, to
establish child development by the level reached on the present day means to
refrain from understanding child development" (Vygotsky, 1933d/1935, p.
119). Vygotsky pointed out that Meumann and others had suggested that
we should establish_at least two levels of child development, namely, what
fTie child can do already and what the child's potential is. Research had
shown that we should at least measure these two quantities and that the
indicator of the zone of proximal development is the divergence between the
Içvël^pf actual development and the level of proximal development.
Vygotsky claimed that the concept of the zone of proximal development
was particularly helpful to distinguish between normal and retarded chil-
dren, a remark that must have been in accord with the beliefs of his audience
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(see also the discussion of Vygotsky and Luna in chapter 9; also Valsiner
and Van der Veer, 1992). Finally, Vygotsky mentioned that the organistic
point of view was flawed since the laws of child development are in
themselves partially dependent on the fact whether the child attends school
and gets instruction or not.
The second point of view on the relation between teaching and cognitive
development stated that cognitive development is not based on maturation
but teaching is the major force in promoting it. The ultimate consequence of
this view is that cognitive development is seen as the shadow of teaching.2
Vygotsky saw Thorndike as a representative of this point of view, for he
developed this idea to its extreme by claiming that teaching and cognitive
development actually coincide.
Finally, Koffka represented the third point of view. He tried to reconcile
the first two contradictory points of view by claiming that both are partially
right. Child development is partly based on maturational processes and
partly on teaching.
Vygotsky was fully satisfied with none of the above viewpoints, arguing
that teaching and -development are distinct processes and should not be
confused. Child development cannot be seen in isolation from the teaching
_process however, since the relation between these two processes is highly
complex and is certainly not to be compared to the relation between an
object and its shadow. To set out his idea of this complex relation Vygotsky
dealt with the processes of learning literacy in school.
Learning to write, Vygotsky argued, brings with it its own peculiar
difficulties. It would be wrong to say that writing is equivalent to simply
translating the spoken words into signs. Referring to various German
scholars (Büsemann, Beringer, Ch. Bühler) he claimed that writing is very
different from speaking in many ways. It is different in the sense that the
objects referred to are not present and that it lacks intonation. It is also
abstract in the sense that there is no other person we are speaking to and
that the child often lacks a motivating goal for writing the text. Wundt
already had pointed out that writing is connected with conscious and
voluntary processes. Vygotsky completely agreed and proposed the idea
that the child experiences difficulties in writing because he has to become
conscious of his own speaking. In speaking the child's attention is focused
on what he is speaking about and not on the grammatical structures of his
speech. The latter he has at his disposal as a given. The principal problem of
2The Russian term obuchenie can be translated as "teaching," "instruction," and "training."
Vygotsky used the term mostly in the context of schooling and clearly had in mind the teaching
and learning of (meta-»cognitive skills. We have, therefore, avoided using "training" preferring
"teaching," "instruction," and - sometimes — "schooling" instead.
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writing, therefore, is to become conscious of one's own acts. An extra
complication for the child is that he has to start from internal speech, which
is condensed and of a telegraphic nature. Implicitly referring to Hegel,
Vygotsky concluded that the child has to start from speech "for himself'
and transform it into speech "for others" ^see also chapter 15).
What did this imply, then, for the problem that Vygotsky raised in his
lecture, that is, the problem of the relation of teaching to cognitive develop-
ment? In the first place the abilities the child has to acquire in learning to
write, for example (that is, to become conscious of his own acts, to picture
objects that are not present), are in no sense directly taught by the teacher.
The same example showed that cognitive development is not the direct
parallel or shadow of the educational process. Vygotsky concluded, there-
fore, that teaching enables a series of developmental processes that undergo
their own development and that paedologists should carefully analyze these
developments.
This led Vygotsky to his main hypothesis: teaching is only effective when
it points to the road for development. The school child, he said - again
employing Hegelian terms - has to learn to transform an ability "in itself'
into an ability "for himself." The process of writing requires functions that
are hardly developed in the preschool child. The functions develop in the
process of learning how to write - in the process of education. The teacher,
therefore, essentially creates the conditions for certain cognitive processes to
develop, without directly implanting (privit) them in the child:
To implant [something] in the child... is impossible... it is only possible to
train him for some external activity like, for example, writing on a typewriter.
To create the zone of proximal development, that is, to engender a series of
processes of internal development we need the correctly constructed processes
of school teaching. (Vygotsky, 1933d/1935, p. 134)
This lecture at the Epstein Experimental Defectological Institute is note-
worthy for several reasons. First, Vygotsky clearly indicated that the idea of
establishing a zone of proximal development is not original with him but
arose in the work of American authors and Meumann and others. Secondly,
the idea of a zone of proximal development and the more global idea of
schooling - or culture at large - influencing cognitive development were not
intimately connected at first. They were raised as separate points by
Vygotsky and evolved in different contexts. Finally, the different points of
view on the role of teaching in cognitive development - in particular the
second and third - were not analyzed in any great detail.
In lectures in 1933 and 1934 (1933c/1935; 1933m/1935; 1934i/1935;
1935n) Vygotsky spelled out the positive and negative sides of the different
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views more fully and gave a fully-fledged presentation of the concept of the
zone of proximal development in the context of traditional intelligence
testing. These lectures were delivered at the Herzen Pedagogical Institute, at
the Leningrad Pedological Institute, at the All-Russian Conference for
Preschool Education, and at the Bubnov Pedagogical Institute. In addition
Vygotsky wrote two chapters (Vygotsky, 1933n/1984; chapter 6 of 1934a)
I^L in which he elaborated and summarized his ideas. From these lectures and
, / chapters a more adequate picture of thjejhree_a£groachesto the_issue of the
I relation between teaching and cognitive development can bt deduced.
' Vygot5fcy*s ctefaTTed critique of Piaget is particularly relevant. He discus-
>'>0 sed Piaget's thinking in the^ context of the debate around the form and
content of human thinking. Some researchers were inclined to consider
exclusively the content (Vygotsky here mentioned Thorndike), others con-
centrated on the operations (the Würzburg School) of human thought,
v? Vygotsky claimed that these two aspects of human thinking cannot be
V separated: the content of thinking determines the operations and vice versa
(see chapter 11). He criticized Piaget for concentrating almost entirely on
the structural side (the content) of children's thinking to the detriment of the
functional (operational) side. After all, Piaget claimed that the functions -
such as assimilation - did not change during the course of development
(Vygotsky, 1933m/1935, p. 98).
Piaget also studied the cognitive development of children independently
of their schooling. The things the child learned in school were uninteresting
for him, because they were a mixture of the child's own understanding and
the things the child simply took over from adults. The child's own thinking
should be studied in isolation from school knowledge, Piaget maintained.
He, thus, tried to separate teaching from cognitive development:
The conclusions and understanding of the child, his representation of the
world, [his] interpretation of physical causality, [his] acquirement of logical
forms of thought and abstract logics, are seen by the researcher as if these
processes proceeded by themselves, without any influence from instruction in
school. (Vygotsky, 1935n, p. 4)
Vygotsky explained that the rationale behind Piaget's approach is the idea
that we should investigate the child's thinking, excluding all superficial
I knowledge taken over from adults, and thus laying bare its pure, undis-
ƒ toned development. In his opinion this attitude amounted to claiming that
teaching has nothing to do with cognitive development and, ultimately, to
the idea that teaching should follow (the maturation of] cognitive develop-
ment. The consequence of this view is that the claim that children who do
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not attend any formal school teaching will nevertheless develop all higher
forms of thinking can be legitimated (Vygotsky, 1934a). Piaget's attitude is,
thus, one that can be seen as a justification for the distinction between
aptitude and achievement tests.
The second point of view, that teaching and development are equivalent
terms, was also discussed more fully in Vygotsky's later lectures. Referring
to Thorndike, James, and Russian reflexology and pointing out their
associations background, Vygotsky argued that this point of view was
inevitable for these researchers. If teaching is essentially seen as the forma-
tion of conditional reflexes and development too, then there is no sense in
distinguishing between the two. At most one could argue that teaching
promotes the formation of some conditional reflexes as opposed to others,
but the deep structure of both teaching and development remains the same
(Vygotsky, 1934a; 1935n). He claimed that both Piaget's view and the view
endorsed by Thorndike and Russian reflexology shared the assumption that
cognitive development is a naturalistic process based on natural processes
(1935n). Their main difference was in the temporal view on education and
development: serial in the first case, parallel in the second.
•—^ Finally, in 1933 and 1934 Vygotsky gradually gave more credit to the
third point of view voiced by Koffka (1925). This representative of Gestalt
psychology had made the very general claim that one can discern two forms
of development: (1) development as maturation (Wachstum or Reifung);
and (2) development as learning (Lernen). He further explained that some
developmental processes take place relatively uninfluenced by the environ-
ment (e.g. learning to use your fingers), while others will not evolve without
specific environmental factors being present (e.g. learning to play cards).
The former ones he considered to have an innate basis, while the latter have
to be acquired. In essence, then, Koffka raised the nature—nurture issue with
relation to cognitive development (Koffka, 1925, pp. 28-9). Vygotsky
(1935n) was of the opinion that Koffka's point of view was valuable in three
respects: (1) it claimed that cognitive development could be based both on
maturational processes and on learning through teaching; (2) it stated that
these two forms of development were mutually interdependent; and (3) it
claimed a broader rule for education in child development. The latter point
he elaborated by referring to Koffka's Gestaltist structura! point of view,
which implied that a child learning a specific task at the same time learned a
structural principle having a wider field of application. This may imply that
teaching a child one specific task raises the child's potential for other
, activities. In Vygotsky's words the child made "one step in the teaching/
I learning process [obuchenie] and two in cognitive development." Koffka's
I view, then, implied that teaching may precede cognitive development,
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promote it, and create new structures (novoobrazovanija; or Neuleis-
tungen}. This Vygotsky (1934a, p. 203) considered to be an "infinitely
important" and "infinitely valuable" insight.
On a number of occasions Vygotsky (1934a; 1935n) noted that the point
of view propagated by Koffka, in a way, returned to Herbart's old idea of
the "formal disciplines" (see also chapter 11). The study of these formal
disciplines (e.g. Latin, Greek, mathematics) would provide the pupils with
the necessary intellectual training, the beneficial effects of which would
generalize to all other subjects of the curriculum. Although Herbart's idea
worked out in a reactionary way, Vygotsky judged his theories to be more
valid than those of his American opponent Thorndike, whose attempts to
refute Herbart simply missed the point. Thorndike demonstrated the trivial
truth that the learning of any occasionally chosen task will not necessarily
influence the learning of another - equally occasionally chosen - task.
Moreover, the tasks he used (e.g. learning to distinguish lines of different
length) were all in the domain of the lower psychological functions, which
was not very surprising in view of Thorndike's associationistic starting
point, but the tasks did make his research of little value here. Vygotsky
argued that "scientific thought develops dialectically" (1934a, p. 203) and
that Herbart's point of view might be valid in the domain of the higher
psychological processes. To support this view one would have to show that
the learning of specific abilities in one domain transforms the intellectual
functioning in other areas. This is what Vygotsky set out to do in his
empirical investigations.
The Empirical Background of Vygotsky's Own View
Vygotsky's own views on the relation between school instruction and
cognitive development were developed partly as a result of his analysis of
different existing views, partly by the application of practical knowledge
and considerations, and partly as a result of empirical investigations carried
out by his collaborators and students. The study into the development of
scientific and spontaneous concepts conducted by his collaborator Shif
(which was designed in 1932, carried out in 1933 and 1934, and published
in Shif (1935)), provided the major empirical support of his ideas (see
chapter 11). However, Vygotsky mentions (1934a) that he also relied on
four other investigations, carried out by his students Arsen'eva, Zabolot-
nova, Kanushina, Chanturija, Efes, and Nejfec. The studies were carried out
as master's theses and were never published, so their exact nature and
results remain unknown.
The first series of experiments investigated the degree of maturity of those
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functions on which the teaching of school knowledge should build. Here
Vygotsky's students tried to reveal the psychological differences between
speaking and writing, finding the differences which were mentioned above
and which encouraged Scribner and Cole to carry out their investigations
(1981). The essential difficulty of writing is that it requires from the child
reflection (osoznanie) on and control (ovladenie) of his own psychological
functioning. These psychological qualities are not present when the child
enters school but constitute one of the (unintended) results of the teaching
of literacy in school. According to Vygotsky the teaching of grammar may
have the same beneficial result. Because these psychological abilities are not
present at the entrance of elementary school Vygotsky concluded that
instruction builds on psychological functions that have not yet matured.
A second series of experiments aimed to show that instruction in school
precedes cognitive development. Vygotsky summarized the results of these
experiments by stating that they had shown that the child can always
perform a function before he consciously understands and controls it. In this
case, therefore, the conscious insight - and probably the statement of some
principle in words - in the nature of a performed activity was considered to
be an indication of the child's cognitive development. Vygotsky explained
that the teacher may faithfully explain a task or concept for six or seven
lessons until, suddenly, the child grasps the idea. In his view this showed
that (the imaginary curve of) school instruction did not proceed in parallel
with (the imaginary curve of) cognitive development and, thus, has its own
dynamics. The idea of children performing a task before they grasp the
underlying principle seems to anticipate part of the investigations carried
out in the Kharkov school.
A third series of experiments was dedicated to a problem similar to
Herbart's, but made use of psychologically more complex tasks. These
experiments are only alluded to by Vygotsky (1934a). He claimed that they
had shown that (1) the psychological basis of the instruction of various
subjects (e.g. in mathematics and grammar) was very similar and amounted
to the child's mastery of reflection and control of his own functions; (2)
instruction will have repercussions for development that are much broader
than the restricted area of the subject taught; and (3) all cognitive develop-
ment in elementary school is interconnected and builds on the two major
accomplishments of this period: the mastery of reflection and control.
Finally, a fourth series of experiments was dedicated to the investigation
of the potential usefulness of the concept of the zone of proximal develop-
ment. Apparently, Vygotsky and his students repeatedly tested large groups
of children to establish the dynamics of their IQ development. The nature of
these studies can be guessed from the scarce information provided in the
following paragraph.
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Vygotsky formulated his main conclusion regarding these investigations
in the sixth chapter of Thinking and Speech: that instruction enables a
whole series of cognitive transformations and that Her6arf*sT3ea oTthe
formal disciplines was, therefore, basically sound (Vygotsky, 1934a, p.
222). He considered the principally new psychological functions developed
in the school period to be the twin concepts of reflection and control.
The Zone of Proximal Development
The most detailed description of the concept of the zone of proximal
development as Vygotsky envisaged it can be found in the stenogram of a
lecture delivered at the Bubnov Pedagogical Institute on December 23, 1933
(Vygotsky, 1933c/1935). In this lecture Vygotsky mentioned that in the past
researchers such as Binet and Meumann used to think that one cannot start
teaching children unless they have reached a certain level of development. A
lot of effort had been expended to establish the lowest possible thresholds
from which the teaching of various school subjects might be started. The
way to establish these thresholds was to ask the child to independently solve
some specified task or test. We now know, however, Vygotsky argued, that
there is also an upper boundary; that is, we know that optimal periods exist
for the learning of an intellectual skill. The mother tongue, for example, is
best learned at a very early age, while mathematics should probably be
learned considerably later. Is there a way to establish the optimal periods for
learning various intellectual skills? Can we establish a child's potential for
instruction in a certain domain? To answer these questions Vygotsky turned
to the domain of intelligence testing and the concept of the zone of proximal
development.
He discussed this concept in the context of intelligence testing at the
entrance of elementary school and in the context of the often observed
phenomenon of "regression towards the mean." Vygotsky reminded his
audience of the general practice of testing all children before they entered
elementary school, dividing them into four groups, of which three were
allowed to attend the normal school. These three groups were the children
with high (110 and higher), average (between 90 and 110), and low IQ
(between 70 and 90). Below an IQ of 70 children were referred to special
schools. Vygotsky mentioned the fact that IQ scores had been shown to
predict with high degree of accuracy a child's performance in school and he
was positive about the practice of referring children to different categories
on the basis of their IQ scores: "This rule is now used by the school all over
the world, it contains the fundamental wisdom of all paedological investiga-
tions carried through at the entrance of school" (Vygotsky, 1933c/1935, p.
37).
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Unfortunately, research done by Terman, Burt, and Blonsky had pointed
out a mysterious phenomenon: children with an initially high IQ tend to lose
and children with low initial IQ tend to gain IQ points in the school period,
leaving their rank order relatively unchanged. How should we interpret this
phenomenon? Vygotsky was inclined to explain these findings by suggesting
that children with low IQ scores at entry to school profited more from
schooling than children with high IQ scores: relatively speaking, then, the
first group was more successful in elementary school. But why would this be
the case? Do children with high initial IQ score gain little because school is
badly adjusted to their wants? To answer these questions Vygotsky posited
the concept of the zone of proximal development:
In the investigation of the cognitive development of the child it is usual to
think that indicative of the child's intellect is only that which the child can do
himself. We give the child a series of tests, a series of tasks of varying difficulty,
and by the way and the degree of difficulty up to which the child can solve the
task we judge the greater or lesser development of his intellect. It is usual to
think that indicative of the degree of development of the child's intellect is die
independent, unassisted solving of the task by the child. If we would ask him
leading questions or demonstrated to him how to solve the task and the child
solved the task after the demonstration, or if the teacher started to solve the
task and the child finished it or solved it in cooperation with other children, in
short, if the child diverged however so much from die independent solving of
the task, then such a solution would already not be indicative of the develop-
ment of his intellect. (Vygotsky, 1933c/1935, p. 41)
This, at least, is what researchers had tended to think for years, Vygotsky
argued. He, evidently, did not agree and proposed to give the child hints and
prompts to see how far this could lead the child. He mentioned that
"various researchers" had used different ways to do this. In this way it had
been found that children with the same mental age - as established in the
traditional, independent way - were able to solve problems up to different
mental age levels. We, therefore, have little reason to say that they have the
same mental age after all: using the hints and prompts some children solved
tasks four years above their independent performance, while others hardly
profited from the help offered. The difference between independent per-
formance and aided performance, thus, seems to be characteristic of the
child:
The zone of proximal development of die child is the distance between his
actual development, determined with the help of independendy solved tasks,
and the level of the potential development of the child, determined with the
help of tasks solved by the child under the guidance of adults and in
cooperation with his more intelligent partners. (Vygotsky, 1933c/1935, p. 42)
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The level of actual, independent development, Vygotsky maintained, was
characteristic of the intellectual skills the child had already mastered: it
represented the already matured functions, the results of yesterday.
However, the performance of children cooperating with more knowledge-
able others was characteristic of their future development: it revealed the
results of tomorrow. To substantiate this claim he referred to the results
found by "the American investigator McCarthy" with regard to the pre-
school age group. Vygotsky claimed that McCarthy had shown that three-to
"five-year-old children can perform some tasks independently and other tasks
only under the guidance of or in cooperation with an adult. The children
were able independently to perform these latter tasks when they were five to
seven years' old. Therefore, Vygotsky concluded that:
we can judge what will happen with this child between 5 and 7 years (other
conditions of development staying the same)... In this way the investigation
of the zone of proximal development became one of the strongest instruments
of paedological investigations, allowing [us] to enhance considerably their
effectivity, utility, and fruitfulness, the application of diagnostics of the
intellectual development to the solution of the tasks raised by pedagogics,
[and] the school. (Vygotsky, 1933c/1935, p. 43)
Having briefly mentioned McCarthy's findings Vygotsky returned to the
problem of the relative degree of success of different IQ groups in school.
Suppose, he argued, we have one group of children with high IQ scores and
another with low scores. Suppose, further, that these groups can be subdi-
vided into two subgroups with a proximal zone of, respectively, two or
three years of mental age. We, then, have four possible combinations: high
IQ, large zone; high IQ, small zone; low IQ, large zone; and low IQ, small
1 HighlQ
•2 High IQ
3 Low IQ
4 LowIQ
Large zone
Small zone
Large zone
Small zone
In a large-scale empirical investigation Vygotsky claimed to have found
that the dynamics of intellectual development and the degree of relative
success are comparable for the first and third, and for the second and fourth
groups. This may mean that his findings indicated that children with similar
zones of proximal development gained or lost similar quantities of IQ
points. The zone of proximal development, therefore, was more important
"tor and predictive of the child's intellectual development than the traditional
IQ score.
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To show the intricacy of the phenomena discussed, Vygotsky brought in
yet another complicating factor. Suppose, he reasoned, that we have a group
C of either illiterate children forming part of a group of illiterate children or
literate children forming part of a group of literate children. Further,
suppose we have another group D of either literate children forming part of
a bigger group of illiterate children or illiterate children forming part of a
group of literate children (the problem of illiterate children was a very real
problem in the Soviet Union at the time). These children can have various
IQ scores, which leads us to:
1 High IQ C (homogeneous (il)literacy)
2 High IQ D (mixed literacy)
3 Low IQ C (homogeneous (il)literacy)
4 Low IQ D (mixed literacy)
Which groups of children are the most similar with regard to the
dynamics of intellectual development and their relative success in schoot?
Vygotsky again referred to empirical investigations performed under his
guidance and stated that
The investigation shows, and this time much more significantly and tellingly
than in the case of the zone of proximal development, that the similarity
appears considerably greater between the first and third, and second and
fourth, than between the first and second and the third and fourth groups.
This means that for the dynamics of the intellectual development in school and
for the progress of the child in the course of school instruction [the] determin-
ing [factor] is not so much the size of the IQ in itself, that is, the level of
development of the present day, as the relation of the level of preparation and
development of the child to the level of the demands made by the school. This
last quantity — the level of demands made by the school - in paedology one has
now proposed to call the ideal mental age. (Vygotsky, 1933c/1935, p. 46)
Vygotsky considered this concept of "the ideal mental age" to be very
important. He noted that different researchers had tried to establish the
ideal mental age for various school classes. Presumably, then, these resear-
chers tried to deduce from the demands made in a specific class which
mental age was required for successful performance in this class. This
required mental age had to stand in some optimal relation to the various
mental ages of the children attending the class. Vygotsky mentioned that the
relation of the ideal mental age of a given class to the real mental age of the
children in that class was the most sensitive measure established by paedo-
logists at the time. If these respective levels differed too much - as in the case
of an illiterate child forming part of a literate class or a literate child forming
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part of an illiterate class - children were expected to gain little. The same
held when the divergence was too small: instruction - as had been said by
Owell - should call into life, drag behind itself, organize development. But
how was the optimal distance between real and ideal mental age to be
established, and what are the optimal conditions for intellectual progress?
Vygotsky mentioned that various attempts - using units for the child's
mental age, program materials, and school years - had been made to answer
these questions, but that for him the most convincing were some small,
individual case studies. These investigations - carried out by his collabor-
ators - demonstrated that the optimal difference between ideal mental age
level and real mental age level coincided with the zone of proximal develop-
ment of the child (Vygotsky, 1933c/1935, p. 48). If the child has a zone of
proximal development of two mental age years, then the ideal mental age of
his class should be two years above the child's mental age as independently
measured:
In this way the analysis of the zone of proximal development becomes not
only a magnificent means for the prognosis of the (ate of the intellectual
development and the dynamics of the relative success [of the child] in school,
but also a fine means for the composition of classes... the level of intellectual
development of the child, his zone of proximal development, the ideal
(mental] age of the class, and the relation between the ideal [mental] age of the
class and the zone of proximal development... [form] the best means to solve
the problem of the composition of classes. (Vygotsky, 1933c/1935, p. 49)
Vygotsky then returned to the problem that formed the focus of his talk at
the Bubnov Pedagogical Institute. How can we, then, explain the phenome-
non of "regression towards the mean" (to put it in an anachronistic way)? Is
it a general law that children with high initial IQ tend to lose, while children
with high initial IQ tend to boost their scores? Vygotsky answered in the
negative, arguing that we should take into consideration the composition of
the school class, etc. But why do we still find the phenomenon as a statistical
law ? To explain this Vygotsky first remarked that the IQ is something of a
blunt instrument, saying that it was "a symptom, an indication." The
problem is that we do not know what an IQ score indicates and how what it
indicates, evolved. Vygotsky gave his audience a rather personally grounded
example: some coughs indicate influenza, others tuberculosis! It would be
wrong, therefore, to formulate the general law that coughs should be
treated in such and such way. The same holds true for IQ scores: they reflect
very different backgrounds (see also chapter 9).
Why, then, do the children with high initial IQ scores tend to lose IQ
points in the four years of elementary school? Vygotsky argued that the
reason they excelled was that they came from a privileged background
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(Vygotsky, 1933c/1935, p. 51). They had plenty of books and toys at their
disposal, their parents read stories to them, etc. Vygotsky remarked that the
Binet tests in use were exactly designed to test knowledge resulting from this
type of environment. It was no wonder that these children performed well.
However, they tended to lose their advantage because
they get them [the high scores] at the cost of the zone of proximal develop-
ment, that is, they run through their zone of proximal development earlier,
and, therefore, they are left with a relatively small zone of development, as
they to some extent already used it. According to the data of my investigation
in two schools there were more than 57 per cent of these children. (Vygotsky,
1933C/1935, p. 53)
In essence, then, Vygotsky explained the phenomenon of "regression
towards the mean" as a result of the levelling effect of schooling. Because
the circumstances at school are more equal children from disadvantaged
home backgrounds will gain, while those from privileged homes will tend to
lose. However, present research seems to disprove Vygotsky's suggestion,
for, if anything, schooling seems to increase the individual differences in
competence.
Vygotsky's Pedagogical Optimism and the Prediction of
Development
The fact that Vygotsky evolved the concept of the zone of proximal
development to explain the dynamics of IQ development was remarkable,
as was his predictive use of this concept. The way Vygotsky conceived the
measurement of intelligence through IQ testing was, in a way, reminiscent
of Binet's original conception. Binet (1909/1973, pp. 125-41) maintained
that we can boost our IQ through instruction and rejected the view that
intelligence is an immutable inborn quantity.
It is quite clear from several of Vygotsky's remarks (e.g. his claim that the \
zone of proximal development is "revealing the results of tomorrow;" that ;
establishing this zone is "a magnificent means of prognosis;" and that "we
can say what will happen with this child... other conditions ... staying the '
same") that he considered the measurement of the zone of proximal
development to be a means to predict the child's future IQ development. In \
essence, he suggested the measurement of two quantities - independent 1
performance and aided, joint performance - and claimed that the future
development of the former was fully determined by the latter. Children were
able to profit from the jointly performed tasks, because of their singular
I
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FIGURE 13.1 Predicting the child's future IQ scores on the basis of the measurement
of individual and assisted performance
ability to imitate the activities of their more able partners. Referring to
McCarthy, Vygotsky maintained that activities that can be imitated by the
child will be independently performed in the near future: "Research shows
the strictly genetic lawfulness between that which the child can imitate and
his mental development" (Vygotsky, 1933n/1984, p. 264). For Vygotsky,
then, the dynamics of the child's independently reached IQ scores were fully
predictable on the basis of the jointly reached IQ scores. This peculiar view
can be pictured in the following way (see figure 13.1).
To be able to predict the child's future cognitive development the investi-
gator should (1) establish the child's independently reached IQ score (in
figure 13.1 the child of four years reaches an independent score of 4.5
mental age years (measurement A)/ the child, therefore, is scoring slightly
above the average performance of his age group). The next step is (2) to
establish the child's score in [oint performance, that is, the child can make
use of various hints and prompts and is shown pan of the solution, etc.
Under this circumstance the child in our example is able to solve the tasks
up to a mental age of 7 years' old (measurement B). The child thus has a
zone of proximal development of 2.5 mental age years. We now can predict,
according to Vygotsky, that in the next 2.5 years our child's independent
performance will become progressively better until it has reached the level
of the joint performance measured at the age of four. This level will be
reached after two and a half years have passed.
f. The resulting view of cognitive development is rather odd for several,
interconnected reasons. First, because Vygotsky, when he spoke of McCar-
thy's research, suggested that cognitive development proceeds in a linear
.( -,«-rt.C~'
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fashion. A difference of two mental age years between independent and
joint performance was expected to have disappeared after two years. This
view would be in sharp contradiction with many of Vygotsky's own
statements about the dialectics of child development. Secondly, the dyna-
mics of the child's IQ development were pictured by Vygotsky against the
background of a static environment. The environment existed in the form of
the measurement of the aided or joint performance at one specific point of
time and then was disregarded. There is no reason to believe that the child's
aided performance at the age of five would be the same as that exhibited at
age four. There is no reason, therefore, to believe that some children will
have "spent" their zone of proximal development, as Vygotsky clearly
suggested. On the contrary, because the environmental conditions have not
changed — the adults still play with the child and tutor him — there is every
reason to believe that a second measurement at age five would give a higher
joint performance score. It is possible that this new zone of proximal
development could then be used to predict another independent IQ score for
the child at age seven. The examples Vygotsky gave to demonstrate the use
of the zone of proximal development suggest that he conceived of the
environment as a static background to the dynamically developing child.
This, again, was in sharp contradiction with the views he espoused in his
various other publications. Also, Vygotsky seemed to suggest that the
independent performance of a child will have as its "ceiling" the joint
performance. This may be plausible in the case of intelligence tests presented
to very young children but when formulated as a general rule it suggests the
unfortunate idea that children can never outperform their adult partners, or
- to put it even more generally - that the next generation can never
transcend the cognitive possibilities of the former. In itself, this idea looms
large in any conception which emphasizes, as the cultural-historical theory
does, the transfer of cultural knowledge from one generation to the next,
but in this particular case it is conspicuously present. The concept of
imitation has overtones of noncrearive copying mechanisms. Although it is
true that Vygotsky tried to avoid such an explanation for children's imita-
tion, by claiming that he was thinking of "intellectual imitation", he did not
refer to or provide a fully-fledged theory of imitation that might have solved
the problem. Outlines of such theories — which emphasize the selective use
and creative combinations of parts of the material presented to the child -
had been sketched by Baldwin (1900) and Guillaume (1926/1968).
The Role of Imitation
Why did practically all experts in the field of intelligence testing concentrate
their efforts on the child's independent performance? This question was
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repeatedly raised by Vygotsky in the final years of his life (e.g. Vygotsky,
1933n/1984; 1934a; 1935n). To answer it he referred to a commonly held,
yet ill-founded view of the process of imitation. The common misunder-
standing was, Vygotsky claimed, the belief that children were capable of
imitating anything as if imitation were nothing but a mechanical, automatic
process that revealed nothing of the mind of the imitator (Vygotsky, 1933n/
1984). To counter this view he might have referred to the detailed studies of
imitation carried out by Baldwin and Guillaume, among others. Instead
Vygotsky, rather surprisingly, referred to Köhler's (1921) chimpanzee
experiments. These investigations had demonstrated that chimpanzees can
only imitate those actions that form part of their own repertoire of indepen-
dently performed actions (Vygotsky, 1933n/1984, p. 263). The general
claim that organisms can imitate whatever activity, therefore, is unfounded.
Vygotsky assumed that children's imitational capacities are limited in the
same sense but at the same time he stressed a fundamental difference
between humans and animals in this respect. "The principal difference in
the child's imitation is that he can imitate a series of actions that lie far
beyond the boundaries of his own possibilities but that are, however, not
infinitely large" (Vygotsky, 1934i/1935, p. 13).
In Vygotsky's opinion, then, children can rise above their personal
potential, while animals are confined to the zone of actual development. On
several occasions he attempted to explain the causes of this fundamental
difference. Acknowledging the fact that animals can be taught various
behaviors that are not in their normal repertoire he nevertheless denied that
this implied that they have a zone of proximal development in any meaning-
ful sense of the word:
in this case the operation would be performed simply automatically and
mechanically like a meaningless habit, and not like an intelligent and sensible
decision... the animal, even the most intelligent one, cannot develop its
intellectual possibilities through imitation or instruction. It cannot acquire
anything principally new relative to what it already has in its possession... In
this sense it may be said that the animal is not able to be taught at all, if we
understand teaching in the specifically human sense... The animal can only
be trained. It can only acquire new habits. It can through exercizes and
combinations perfect its intellect, but is not capable of mental development
through instruction in the real sense of the word. (Vygotsky, 1934a, pp. 219,
220, 263)
Vygotsky hinted that the difference between humans and animals was
based on the difference between insightful learning and trial-and-error
learning. One feels that Vygotsky was here looking for a clear-cut distinc-
tion between the unintelligent aping of observed behavior on the one hand,
and insightful imitation on the other hand. Undoubtedly, examples of rather
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clumsy mimicking behavior abound in Kohler's descriptions and he did
suggest that chimpanzees' imitations are limited (Köhler, 1921, p. 161), but
the importance of Kohler's text lay in the fact that he showed that some
insightful behavior of chimpanzees is definitely present. It was, therefore,
unfortunate that Vygotsky referred to Kohler's work to substantiate the
view that the fundamental difference between humans and animals is based
on the reliance on insight versus trial-and-error learning. As in other cases
(see chapter 9), Vygotsky's attempts to clearly distinguish human and
animal behavior lacked clarity.
Vygotsky's reasoning can be summarized as follows. Organisms in gene- j
ral are limited in their capacity for imitation. This was proved by Köhler in !
the case of chimpanzees. We may assume — and have some practical ..
evidence for this assumption — that the same holds true for humans.
However, children are far less limited than other species because they can, I
to a point, profit from instruction. In contrast to other species, children are '
capable of intellectual, insightful imitation (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 263). In the i
case of children, teaching can evoke and promote their cognitive develop- . i
ment.
 (.
Vygotsky's interest in the role of imitation may also explain why he once
(Vygotsky, 1933e/1966) suggested that play can create the zone of proximal
development:
play also creates the zone of proximal development of the child. In play the ,
child is always behaving beyond his age, above his usual everyday behavior; in
play he is, as it were, a head above himself. Play contains in a concentrated
form, as in the focus of a magnifying glass, all developmental tendencies; it is
as if the child tries to jump above his usual level. The relation of play to
development should be compared to the relation between instruction and
development... Play is a source of development and creates the zone of
proximal development. {Vygotsky, 1933e/1966, p. 74)
Presumably, Vygotsky was thinking of various types of play in which
children imitate adults. In general, he made it very clear that he attached
great value to these forms of deferred imitation both for cognitive and
emotional development. Of course, these forms of play would not have
taken place had the model not been present. In this sense the active imitation ;
of a mode! in play may stimulate the child's development as much as the
imitation that will take place during or following instruction.
The Concept of Sensitive Periods
Establishing the optimal periods for the instruction of specific subjects in
school was a task of immense practical importance that had concerned
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famous pedagogues. One of the most important of these wai Montessori,
who established empirically the optimal periods for instruction in the pre-
school period. She and others (e.g. Drooglever Fortuyn, 1921)3 had linked
the idea of optimal periods for instruction to the concept of sensitive periods
elaborated in biology. Although Vygotsky valued the practical recommen-
dations of Montessori, he was rather hesitant to accept the strict analogy
between these two concepts. He discussed this issue on two occasions: the
first time in a rather neutral fashion (Vygotsky, 1935n) and the second time
more critically (Vygotsky, 1934a).
In one text Vygotsky only hinted at the existence of different sensitive
periods in the ontogeny of various species (1935n, pp. 22-3). He mentioned
the work of the Dutch biologist De Vries (e.g. 1903), who had found that
before and after certain periods an organism (more specifically, the plant
Dipsacus sylvestris) was less sensitive to particular stimuli. As an example
Vygotsky related the example of the growth of a queen bee: only during a
specific period will the ingestion of a particular food produce a queen bee
(see also Drooglever Fortuyn, 1921, pp. 8-9). Vygotsky also introduced the
concept of the zone of proximal development as a concept linking up with
the idea of sensitive periods in this paper. The connection was, basically,
that one cannot wait for environmental interference for indifferent
periods: certain developments will not take place, or will take place subopti-
mally, if the organism is not stimulated at the right time.
A few months later, however, Vygotsky relativized this analogy, seeing at
least two differences. First, unlike many pedagogues, Vygotsky did not
simply empirically establish the existence of the phenomenon of a child's
enhanced capacity to be taught during specific periods but he searched both
experimentally and theoretically for an explanation. Establishing the child's
performance in joint action, that is, establishing the zone of proximal
development, provided "the possibility of elaborating a method for deter-
mining these periods" (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 222). Those tasks should be
taught to the child, that he cannot perform independently, but can do in
cooperation with others. Vygotsky also warned against drawing a direct
biological analogy between De Vries' findings with lower animals and
complex processes, such as learning to write. He stated that "Our investiga-
tions demonstrated that we are dealing in these periods with processes of the
development of higher psychological functions with a purely social nature,
which evolve from the cultural development of the child and have coopera-
The fact that Vygotsky referred to Drooglever Fortuyn - a Dutch biologist who was little
known outside the Netherlands and who was connected with the Montessori school in
education - suggests that he met representatives of this school during his stay in Holland in
1925 (see the introduction to part I).
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don and instruction as its source" (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 223). It is evident,
then, that Vygotsky was aware of the biological findings of the time (see also
chapter 9), and tried to establish links with them. At the same time, however,
his grounding in philosophy made him sensitive to the differences that exist
between humans and the other species. The current discussions concerning
the validity of ethological findings for child development (e.g. Hinde, 1982;
Tinbergen and Tinbergen, 1983; Wilson, 1976) show that this issue has lost
little of its topicality.
Conclusion
The work Vygotsky completed concerning the concept of the zone of
proximal development and the relation of teaching to cognitive develop-
ment is the most well-known aspect of his contribution to psychology. His
discussion of the leading role of the social other in children's cognitive
development is interesting and its implications are being explored to this
very day (e.g. Rogoff and Wertsch, 1984). The specific application of this
concept in the context of repeated IQ measurements, however, was rather
unfortunate and seems at variance with several basic assumptions of his
cultural-historical theory. Rather surprisingly, Vygotsky stated that the
concept of the zone of proximal development was not original, a statement
thatTias been eagerly quoted by early and later critics (Kozyrev and Turko,
1536; Rudneva, 1937; Brushlinsky, 1968). He mentioned "Meumann and
others," "American investigators," and "the American investigator McCar-
thy" as the originators of the concept. However, these references are
extremely vague and the present authors have not been able to trace the
roots of the concept. The reference to Dorothea McCarthy's work may
serve as an example. She showed that normal children who^experienced
adult speech environments produced generally longer speech samples than
children who associated with older children, or peers (McCarthy, 1930, pp.
62-3), and this finding supposedly demonstrated the ability of the more
experienced social others to provide children with the "ideal form" of
development. Nevertheless, this still seems far removed from the concept of
the zone of proximal development as elaborated by Vygotsky.
It could be said that in the final period of his life Vygotsky developed a
profound interest in the relation^between, jfhe teaching/instruction process
and mental development. Refuting the views of his colleagues Koffka and
Piage_t^and_relying heavily on the paedological research of his time [wîlfiTts
reliance on mental tests), he developed his own view on this matter. The
empirical background of his thinking is, unfortunately, largely unknown
(see Shifs research as elaborated in chapter 11 for an exception), but it is
348 Moscow, KHARKOV, AND LENINGRAD
clear that whilst Vygotsky's thinking was original, he was indebted to the
work of his contemporaries. Although he was conspicuously silent about
the main tenets of his cherished cultural-historical theory (see chapters 9
and 16), in the 1930s Vygotsky had once again formed a creative research
collective and launched new ideas and in doing so created the Leningrad
school of paedology.
14
Emotions: in Search of a
New Approach
In the early 1930s Vygotsky turned his attenton to yet another subject
within psychology: the study of emotions. For a number of years he worked
on a manuscript that dealt with the then popular theories of emotions and
their deficits. According to Vygotsky's colleagues and students, several
variants of the manuscript with differing titles existed between approxi-
mately 1931 and 1933. A version dated 1933 was posthumously found
among his papers (Jaroshevsky, 1984, pp. 350-1).
It will come as no surprise to the reader - in view of the fate of many of
his other manuscripts - that the study was not published during his lifetime.
Attempts by Vygotsky's sister Zinaida Vygodskaja and Luria to publish the
manuscript in the mid-1930s also failed (see Luria, 1935b, p. 266, where
the manuscript is referred to as "Spinoza and his theory of affection.
Prolegomena to the psychology of man (in press))" - and it was only in the
late 1960s that the first two short excerpts of Vygotsky's manuscript were
published (Vygotsky, 1968; 1970). Finally, fifty years after his death, the
manuscript - now called The Theory of Emotions. A Historical-
Psychological Investigation - was published in its entirety in the sixth
volume of the Soviet edition of his collected works {Vygotsky, 1984b).
The major argument of the manuscript was that the existing theories of
emotion — in particular the then hotly debated James—Lange theory — were
essentially dualistic. For a solution to this dualism Vygotsky turned, rather
surprisingly, to Spinoza's philosophy. Of course, the idea of discussing the
issue of dualism with respect to the available theories of emotion was not
original to Vygotsky. The publication of the James—Lange theory had
precipitated a lively debate in both philosophy and psychology and the
experts were acutely aware of both the issue of mind—body dualism and the
link between modern emotion theories and classical thought (e.g. Irons,
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1894, 1895a, 1895b, 1895c; Cannon, 1914; Titchener, 1914). Irons
(1895a), for example, anticipated Vygotsky in pointing out the similarities
between the James-Lange theory and Descartes' emotion theory put for-
ward in The Passions of the Soul.
Vygotsky was well acquainted with this literature and it is difficult to
judge exactly which readings may have led him to writing his study. It is
likely that he was inspired by his reading of Janet, who devoted a large
section of his From Anxiety to Ecstasy (Janet, 1929) to various theories of
emotion. The theoretical links between Janet's and Vygotsky's writings are
important and have been discussed elsewhere (Van der Veer and Valsiner,
1988). Vygotsky definitely made extensive use of the proceedings of the
Wittenberg symposium held in the Wittenberg College, Springfield, Ohio,
on October 19-23, 1927. This first international symposium on feelings
and emotions was attended by several of the leading researchers of that
time, among them Karl Bühler, Cannon, Prince, and Washburn. In addition,
the papers of international experts — such as Adler, Bekhterev, Claparède,
Jaensch, Janet, McDougall, and Stern — were read to the audience (see
Reymert, 1928). In dialogue with these modern researchers and reading the
Russian translations of Descartes and Spinoza, Vygotsky attempted to
develop his own point of view concerning a theory of emotion.
General Outline of the Study
Vygotsky's lengthy manuscript (some 225 pages) had a complex structure,
so we will first present the bare outlines of his argument before examining
the text closely.
The text began with a detailed discussion of the James-Lange theory of
emotion. As is well known, William James and Carl Lange, a Danish
physiologist, independently developed a paradoxical theory of emotion.
Their theory posited that the physiological changes accompanying emotions
(regulated by the autonomie nervous system) — such as trembling and
sweating - were the direct result of the perception of a thrilling or threaten-
ing stimulus. The "feeling" of the emotion would follow these peripheral
reactions. In his Principles of Psychology James expressed his hypothesis as
follows:
My theory... is that the bodily changes follow directly the perception of the
exciting fact, and that our feeling of the some changes as they occur IS the
emotion... that we feel sorry because we cry, angry because we strike, afraid
because we tremble, and not that we cry, strike, or tremble, because we are
sorry, angry, or fearful, as the case may be. (James, 1890/1983, pp. 1065-6)
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After his presentation of the James-Lange theory, Vygotsky argued that
it failed on empirical grounds. He referred to Canon's findings to support
this, which demonstrated that (1) if bodily changes do not seem to differ
very much from one emotional state to another, how, then, could a person
know whether he or she was furious or thrilled? (2) the internal organs are
not well supplied with nerves, and internal changes occur therefore too
slowly to be a source of emotional feeling; and (3 ) artificially inducing the
bodily changes associated with an emotion does not produce the experience
of the true emotion.
All this is, of course, well known and can be found in any textbook. The
interesting thing here is that Vygotsky, while using Cannon's findings to
criticize the James-Lange theory, did not accept Cannon's thalamus theory
as a viable alternative. Cannon's thalamus theory portrayed the thalamic
region as the coordinating center of nerve impulses from both the peripheral
sense organs and the cortical level of the nervous system. Some emotions
might require no coordination with the higher levels of the nervous system,
and were thus limited to thalamic control. Others involved integration of
both peripheral-thalamic and cortical-thalamic input. The latter usually
functioned as an inhibitive control mechanism. The "conflict" of "body" {as
exemplified by the peripheral input to the thalamus) and "mind" (cortical-
thalamic input) aspects of emotions, Vygotsky reasoned, preserved the
mind-body dualism in Cannon's theory of emotions. In this respect,
Cannon's theory stayed within the confines of James—Lange's original
conception. It still was mainly a physiological theory and did not take into
account the psychological aspect of emotional processes. What was needed,
Vygotsky argued, was an indepth analysis of the philosophical backgrounds
of the James—Lange theory. The principal aim of his study was to present
such an analysis. In particular, he attempted to demonstrate that the
weaknesses and limitations of the James-Lange theory of emotion might be
traced to the influence of Descartes.
Drawing on Irons (1895a), Vygotsky argued that the James-Lange
theory was to a great extent equivalent to the theory presented by Descartes
in The Passions of the Soul. Moreover, Descartes' influence had broader
implications: precisely as a result of the way Descartes phrased and solved
the mind—body problem the study of psychology had become divided into
two camps. The debate between those who propagated psychology as
Naturwissenschaft (natural science) and those who claimed the possibility
of psychology as Geisteswissenschaft (hermeneutics) found its origin in
Descartes' writings. Thus, the conflict between psychologists who desire to
be scientists in the accepted sense common to the natural sciences (studying
behavior), and psychologists seeking for an understanding of human plans,
motives etc. (emphasizing meaning) was already present in much of the
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French philosopher's work (see chapter 7; Kendler, 1981). It was Vygots-
ky's conviction that this conflict in psychology was based on an inadequate
conceptual basis, and he argued that the germ of a better philosophical
analysis could be found in the work of Spinoza.
The structure of the essay, thus, can be summarized as follows. Vygotsky
first demonstrated that the James-Lange theory was to a large extent
equivalent to Descartes' theory, notably as expressed in the The Passions
of the Soul. He then proceeded to show that the psychology of emotions —
and psychology in general — was hampered by the Cartesian legacy. Finally,
he suggested that the study of Spinoza's writings might yield a new and
better way of solving the problem of mind—body dualism.
Descartes' Theory of Emotions
In The Passions of the Soul Descartes' intention was to explain the nature
of passions as a "natural philosopher." He started by describing the bodily
processes giving rise to an emotion. For him all sensations were dependent
on the nerves, which were "like little threads or tubes coming from the brain
and containing, like the brain itself, a certain very fine air or wind which is
called the 'animal spirits'" (Descartes, 1649/1985, p. 330). Descartes
explained that the so-called spirits are actually extremely small bodies that
move very quickly, "like the jets of a flame from a torch." When a person
perceives a frightening or startling object, the animal spirits in the sense
organs will move through the nerves to the brain, where the pineal gland
interacts with the soul. The pineal gland, which is the principal seat of the
soul, can be moved by the animal spirits "in as many ways as there are
perceptible differences in the objects. But it can also be moved in various
different ways by the soul" (Descartes, 1649/1985, p. 341). The soul can
move the pineal gland, which causes the animal spirits to move towards the
muscles and other parts of the body, thus producing the bodily processes
generally connected with an emotion.
From this it may be concluded that Descartes' analysis consists of two
parts: (1) an afferent (peripheral) theory of emotion; and (2) an efferent
(central) theory of emotion. In the first account we see a purely mechanistic
process giving rise to conscious experience only at the ultimate point of a
long series of bodily changes. In the second account the soul itself initiates
these causal chains. These centripetal and centrifugal (as they were called)
parts of Descartes' system can even be in conflict "as the little gland in the
middle of the brain can be pushed to one side by the soul and to the other
side by the animal spirits... and these two impulses often happen to be
opposed" (Descartes, 1649/1985, p. 346).
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Descartes and the James-Lange Theory
Vygotsky focused first on the centripetal aspect of Descartes' theory and
compared it with the James-Lange theory of emotion. He observed that in
this part of his theory Descartes pictured the passions as having a passive
and perceptual character. A frightening object causes the whole process
from sense organ up to the pineal gland. There the soul will "perceive" or
"feel" (much like a homunculus) the bodily changes. The soul is pictured,
therefore, as the ultimate and passive perceiver of the movements of the
pineal gland. Exactly the same picture is sketched in the James-Lange
theory of emotion, Vygotsky argued. For James and Lange an emotion was
the awareness or feeling of visceral changes. James stated, as we saw above,
that "the bodily changes follow directly the perception of the existing fact,
and that our feeling of the same changes as they occur is the emotion." This
means that for both (the afferent part of) Descartes' theory and for the
James-Lange theory emotion is equivalent to passive perception (feeling) of
bodily changes.
Both the James-Lange theory and the centripetal aspect of Descartes'
theory, Vygotsky argued, gave an essentially deterministic and causal
account of the origin of emotions and highlighted the description of bodily
processes. Such a conception had several implications. For example, it is
difficult to conceive of emotional development in ontogenesis. In view of the
fact that an emotion is taken to be a process of becoming aware of bodily
changes, one would probably have to argue that the nature of these bodily
processes changes during ontogenesis. In fact, reasoning from the point of
view of the James-Lange theory, one is inclined to consider the primitive
emotions (fear, anger) as more real than complex, "higher" emotions (spite,
spleen) and to regard development as the decay of these original "childish"
emotions. Emotions, at any rate, should be brought under control, for "the
chief use of wisdom lies in its teaching us to be masters of our passions"
(Descartes, 1649/1985, p. 404). In a Cartesian view, then, the original
primitive emotions will either decay, or they will be preserved in their
original, primitive state. In the latter case, they ought to come increasingly
under the control of the soul. Under no circumstances can the original
primitive emotions develop into more refined, higher emotions.
Vygotsky considered this conception to be highly unsatisfactory. In his
opinion, human beings are capable of more sophisticated emotions than
animals, and adults have a more refined emotional life than children (cf.
Elias, 1978). We should, therefore, try to sketch the transition from the first
primitive emotions of life to the higher emotional experiences (cf. Averill,
1986). In both the James-Lange theory and Descartes' analysis the emo-
354 Moscow, KHARKOV, AND LENINGRAD
tions were seen as essentially immutable and, therefore, ultimately innate
Vygotsky concluded (1984b, p. 273). The lack of a developmental perspec-
tive can be explained — at least partially — by the division between mind
(soul) and body. It is difficult for a dualist to conceive of the quality of
emotions changing gradually as the child's conceptual knowledge and
cognitive processes develop. The bodily processes can never develop into
higher emotions because higher emotions belong to the realm of the soul.
For the same reason it will be difficult to give an account of emotional life
that connects the emotions with other psychological processes and con-
sciousness in general.
So far we have seen how Vygotsky attempted to demonstrate the equiva-
lence of Descartes' afferent (centripetal) theory to the James-Lange theory
of emotion. His next step was to look for efferent (centrifugal) ideas in this
theory. Vygotsky's conclusion was that in James' writings we do not find
examples of bodily changes that are caused by the mind. Thus, there would
be no purely efferent aspect of the James-Lange theory. He argued,
however, that James did half-heartedly accept the possibility of purely
intellectual emotions without bodily correlates (Vygotsky, 1984b, p. 250).
This may not be entirely correct. The point is that James distinguished
between "standard" emotions having a distinct bodily expression, and
intellectual, "cerebral" emotions having no such bodily correlates (James,
1884/1984, pp. 127-8). Standard emotions, he argued, could be adequately
explained by his theory. James realized that the existence of purely intellec-
tual emotions would invalidate his theory. He even accepted the existence of
such mental phenomena but suggested - precisely because of the absence of
bodily correlates - that they might better be called judgments or cognitions.
James, therefore, solved the problem of intellectual emotions by definition,
although he realized that this solution implied "an antagonism between
the spirit and the flesh" (James, 1884/1984, pp. 138-40).
Vygotsky, apparently, did not accept James' solution by definition and
concluded that here again James' theory coincided with Descartes' theory,
for Descartes, too, posited the possibility of "internal emotions which are
produced in the soul only by the soul itself' (Descartes, 1649/1985, p. 381).
In Vygotsky's opinion the postulation of these "intellectual emotions" was,
in a certain sense, inevitable. A purely mechanistic explanation of the
passions was clearly inadequate. The exclusive concentration on bodily
processes ignored the higher, typically human, qualities of human emotions.
These, then, had to be postulated in a way that was not indicative of purely
afferent control. Vygotsky's conclusion was that the James-Lange theory
coincided to a very large extent with Descartes' analysis in The Passions of
the Soul.
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Mechanistic Causal Explanations
Although a purely efferent theory of emotion cannot be found in James'
writings it had, of course, been put forward by other psychologists and
philosophers. Vygotsky mentioned Dilthey, Spranger, and Bergson. These
thinkers had ridiculed a causal, deterministic approach in psychology: such
an approach might be appropriate for the explanation of lower psycho-
physical processes, such as reflexes, but was definitely inadequate for the
explanation of human thought and volition. Vygotsky accepted part of this
argument. Although he felt very sympathetic towards Descartes' as well as
James-Lange's attempt to explain emotions causally, he did feel that their
account was clearly inadequate. He even approvingly referred to Socrates'
famous words in Phaedo, criticizing a mechanistic world-view:
It was. . . as if somebody would first say that Socrates acts with reason or
intelligence; and then, in trying to explain the causes of what 1 am doing now,
should assert that I am now sitting here because my body is composed of
bones and sinews... and that the sinews, by relaxing and contracting, make
me bend my limbs now, and that this is the cause of my sitting here with my
legs bent... Yet the real causes of my sitting here in prison are that the
Athenians have decided to condemn me, and that I have decided that... it is
more just if I stay here. (Phaedo, 98c-9a)
Vygotsky accepted Socrates' condemnation of mechanistic explanation,
particularly as it applied both to Descartes' theory and the James-Lange
theory of emotion. However, he did not accept the conclusion, drawn by the
proponents of a hermeneutic approach in psychology (Dilthey, Spranger),
that any causal explanation in psychology was, therefore, impossible, and
that psychology1 had no other recourse than to rely on hermeneutic proce-
dures. To him the failure of mechanistic causal explanation did not imply
the logical impossibility of causal explanation of higher psychological
processes as such. In fact, Vygotsky argued, both hermeneutic and deter-
minist psychologists shared the same inadequate view of causal explanation.
As a result, the former studied the higher psychological processes (consi-
dered not to be causally determined, rather they were free like Descartes'
description of the sou!) while the latter confined themselves to the study of-
supposedly causally determined - simple stimulus-response processes
(Vygotsky, 1984b, p. 295). This led to "the tragedy of all modern psychol-
ogy, which consists in the fact that it cannot find a way to understand the
real sensible tie between our thoughts and feelings on the one hand, and the
activity of the body on the other hand" (Vygotsky, 1984b, p. 265).
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Vygotsky's criticism of the James-Lange theory was intriguing and may
apply to contemporary theories of emotions as well (Van der Veer and
Valsiner, 1989). At any rate, the various problems that Vygotsky raised -
such as the mind—body dualism in emotional theories and the lack of a
developmental approach - are still among the most topical issues of
emotional theory. It is these and other problems that have led modern
philosophers and psychologists to look for alternative theoretical concep-
tions, such as constructionism (see Harré, 1986; Ratner, 1989).
Vygotsky's Search for a Solution
Vygotsky's analysis of the James—Lange theory and his attempt to demons-
trate its similarity to Descartes' theory was persuasive. His next step was to
attempt to provide an alternative to these explanations. Rather surprisingly,
he turned to another great thinker from the past for inspiration. He
suggested that the germ of a more acceptable form of causal explanation of
emotions might be distilled from Spinoza's Ethics. Vygotsky was highly
impressed by the writings of the Dutch philosopher whose ideas in his
opinion "cut like diamond through glass"1 (see chapters 1 and 9).
Several factors may have led to Vygotsky's fascination with Spinoza's
writings. In the first place, Spinoza opted for a monistic solution of the
body-soul problem. Soul and body he considered to be two sides of the
same substance. For Spinoza, there was not, on the one hand, a mechanisti-
cally determined body, and, on the other a free, undetermined soul.
Vygotsky frequently quoted Ethics, where it was stated that
Most writers on the emotions and on human conduct seem^o be treating
rather of matters outside nature than of natural phenomena following nature's
general laws. They appear to conceive man to be situated in nature as a
kingdom within a kingdom: for they believe that he disturbs rather than
follows nature's order, that he has absolute control over his actions, and that
he is determined solely by himself. (Spinoza, 1677/1955, p. 128)
Spinoza disagreed with these theories and wanted to extend the determi-
nistic approach to all human actions and to the realm of the soul. He did not
accept the existence of Descartes' free, undetermined soul and refuted his
dualism. This attitude was very important to Vygotsky, whose aims were
similar (see also chapter 7), In his view an adequate theory of emotion
'Two of Spinoza's books had been translated into Russian at that time, both before the 1917
revolution: Ethics and Treatise on the Purification of the Intellect.
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should give a meaningful account of the relation between children's lower
emotions and adult's higher emotions. Having quoted Spinoza, Vygotsky
concluded:
Therefore it is impossible to cut the enormous field of emotions into two parts,
one of which is amenable to the peripheral hypothesis, and the other not.
There do not exist feelings which because of a birth privilege belong to the
higher class, and at the same time others which because of their very nature
can be reckoned among the lower class. The sole difference is a difference in
richness and complexity, and all our emotions are capable of ascending all the
steps of our sentimental evolution. (Vygotsky, 1984b, p. 279)
One can see from the above that the dualism of Descartes and others was
contrary to Vygotsky's developmental, "genetic" approach. Criticizing
both the idea of mechanistic causal explanation as well as the idea of
hermeneutic understanding, Vygotsky sought a monistic, causal approach
in psychology. But what type of causal explanation did he have in mind if it
was not mechanistic causality? And how, according to Vygotsky, could the
study of Spinoza's work be helpful in conceiving a developmental approach
in the study of emotions? Unfortunately, we do not know the answers to
these and other questions, since Vygotsky's manuscript is incomplete. It
ends with the analysis of Cartesian theory and the constructive discourse on
Spinoza was never written.
This lack may be interpreted in different ways. Of course, Vygotsky may
not have finished the study for the simple reason that he had other, more
pressing things to do, and as we have seen, many unpublished and
unfinished manuscripts were found in his private archives. Another, more
interesting reason might be that he simply realized that he was on the wrong
track: he may have become convinced that no simple answers for the
problem of dualism in psychology were to be found in Spinoza's writings.
We will try to reconstruct his possible line of thought using Vygotsky's
other writings, and point out some potential problems.
In his manuscript Vygotsky repeatedly asserted that there can be none
other than a causal explanation in the psychology of emotions, at the same
time dismissing the possibility of mechanistic causal explanation. What,
then, did he have in mind when speaking about causal explanation?
Jaroshevsky, the Soviet historian of psychology, has suggested the follow-
ing. Jaroshevsky distinguishes three levels of deterministic explanation in
the history of science (in Vygotsky, 1984b, p. 346). The first level is
mechanistic determinism, characteristic of (part of) Descartes' writings and
thinkers like La Mettrie. In this view human behavior is explained by
referring to tiny bodies that interact through collision and watches and
other automata are the metaphors most frequently used to understand the
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human being. The second level is biological determinism, which
Jaroshevsky sees exemplified in Darwin's writings. Human behavior is here
explained by reference to biological explanatory concepts, like "homeosta-
sis," "survival value," "selection," etc. Cannon's thalamus theory can be
seen as such a theory. Finally, the third level of explanation is social-
historical determinism: human activity is explained by referring to social
and cultural influences and by retracing its historical development both in
phylogeny and ontogeny. The last type of explanation, Jaroshevsky claims,
was typical of Vygotsky and was used by him to construct his cultural-
historical theory of the higher psychological processes (see chapter 9).
Accepting the social-cultural theory of mind does not imply that one
dismisses the other two levels of explanation in psychology, but it does
entail that they should be submitted to social-historical analysis when one is
dealing with the specifically human higher psychological processes.
Vygotsky claimed that when social and cultural factors come into play the
lower processes do not cease to exist but are "superseded" (see Hegel); that
is, they are still present and will re-emerge when the higher processes, for
one reason or the other, are unable to function (see chapters 4 and 11). For
psychology this means that the primary level of analysis and explanation is
focused on social and cultural factors. Should explanation on this level fail,
then the researcher has to resort to one of the lower levels of explanation.
Vygotsky, in particular, attempted to show that the child incorporates
cultural tools through language, and that the child's affective and cognitive
psychological processes are, therefore, ultimately determined by his social
cultural surroundings.
It would seem that modern social-constructionist views of emotion come
close to formulating the approach Vygotsky was advocating. Social-
constructionism accepts two general classes of (adult) human emotions: (1)
emotions that have natural analogs in animals and human infants (such as
joy and fear); and (2) emotions that have no such natural analogs (such as
anger). Both classes of emotions, however, are mediated by the individual's
social consciousness and, therefore, change their nature as the individual's
cognitive capacities develop. A child's feeling of jealousy, for example, is
qualitatively different from the adult feeling of the same name (see Ratner,
1989, for examples and a lucid account of social-constructionism). This
view may well be in harmony with Vygotsky's distinction between higher
and lower psychological processes and his view of cognitive development.
After all, he frequently argued that children's conceptual development
transformed their mental functioning in all respects (see chapter 11). He
also interpreted the fact that the emotional feelings of many mental patients
change by reference to the cognitive changes that had taken place during
their illness.
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Can the approach Vygotsky was looking for be found in Spinoza's
writings? It is true that Spinoza claimed that there is no principal distinction
between (lower) emotional processes and (higher) intellectual processes, and
he also believed that both should be explained causally. Spinoza's belief in
the unity of soul and body and his espousal of determinism was echoed by
Vygotsky's search for a new psychology of emotions. Yet one doubts
whether a developmental theory of emotions can benefit from the study of
Spinoza's writings, for a developmental perspective seems to be entirely
lacking in his work (Calhoun and Solomon, 1984) and Spinoza's writings
have a reductionist flavor (Harre, 1986, p. 3). One can also question the
value of Vygotsky's solution for the general ontological problem of body
and mind. Is his hierarchical theory of mind, in which the lower psycho-
logical processes are "superseded" by the higher, really relevant to the
ontological problem of mind—body dualism? Is not some form of dualism
retained in the distinction between lower and higher psychological proces-
ses? These questions remain unanswered. In this chapter we have set
ourselves the more modest goal of presenting Vygotsky's "rather naive and
strange" (Vygotsky, 1984b, p. 138) attempt to connect classical philosophy
and modern psychological research.
Conclusions
In the early 1930s Vygotsky wrote a penetrating analysis of the James-
Lange theory of emotions, demonstrating the equivalence of this theory to
Descartes' theory of the passions. In order to find an antidote to Cartesian
dualism he turned to the works of Spinoza, only to find that the answer did
not lie there. However, Vygotsky's own view of the nature and development
of emotions was potentially useful and bears a resemblance to modern
social-constructionist views of emotions.
15
A Final Word
The last chapter of Thinking and Speech gives the best insight available
(except for his correspondence) into Vygotsky's personal preferences. Dic-
tated in the final months of his life it contains many references to the poets
he loved and to the works of literature and plays he enjoyed, in short to the
world of words and masquerades he had loved from his early youth.
The content of this chapter might even be partially reconstructed starting
from several of the poetic fragments quoted. For Vygotsky began his last
piece of work with a quotation from his acquaintance and favorite poet,
Osip Mandel'shtam: "I have forgotten the word I wanted to say and
without flesh the thought flies back to its home of shadows." These were
lines from a poem published in Tristia, the collection of poems that
MandeFshtam had dedicated to Vygotsky in 1922 (see chapter 1).
Near the end of the chapter we find two lines from Gumilyov's poem
"The Word" (1921), which complemented Mandel'shtam's: "And like bees
in a deserted hive badly smell dead words."1 For Vygotsky, Gumilyov's
lines expressed the idea that words without meaning or sense or without
underlying thoughts, smell of death; that is, they are as empty as thoughts
without words. Again Vygotsky referred to Mandel'shtam's poem adding to
his interpretation of Gumilyov's lines that thoughts not embodied in words
would merely be Stygian shadows or "mist, bell sounds and brokenness"
(Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 317; cf. Mandel'shtam, 1975, p. 65). These quotations
from the two great Acmeist poets thus summarized the subject of Vygot-
sky's chapter: word and thought presuppose each other, but are distinguish-
able and interact in exceedingly complex ways, that remind us of the
interplay of form and content in literary works (see chapter 2).
'The American edition of Thinking and Speech (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 284) gives a translation
of these lines that is - to put it mildly - not verbatim: "And as the bees which have sunk into
their silent Yule season, so do dead words sink."
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One need not construe these lines as having a hidden political meaning in
order to suppose that Vygotsky, in selecting these quotations, may have
wished to make a moral statement. The least one could say is that his
literary tastes were in sharp conflict with those of the ruling powers: on May
13, 1934 - when Vygotsky was dictating his chapter - MandePshtam was
arrested for the first time (for having written a poem that ridiculed Stalin)
and he would die in a concentration camp several years later. Gumilyov —
the first husband of Akhmatova — had been accused of conspiracy against
the Soviet government and shot in 1921. By referring to these authors - even
without mentioning their names - Vygotsky demonstrated that he had
remained an independent thinker who did not toe the Party line.2
Between Words and Thoughts
In his discussion of the relation between words and thoughts Vygotsky
relied heavily on the existing linguistic and psychological literature, borrow-
ing various conceptual distinctions embodied therein. Many linguists of that
time distinguished between several forms or planes of speech and Vygotsky
attempted to organize their different findings into a coherent framework
and, above all, to find a consistent developmental interpretation of them.
He started his chapter with the global observation that speech and
thinking have different roots. Thinking and speech are connected neither
phylogenetically nor ontogenetically. Phylogenetically, for instance, one can
point to the problem-solving of animals — thinking without speech — and to
their verbal feats — speech without thought. Many years before Vygotsky
had spelled out his argument for the existence of periods of preverbal
thinking and pre-intellectual speech on several occasions (Vygotsky, 1929e;
1929f; 1929h; see also chapter 9). He reasoned that at some point in time
thinking and speech become intertwined and that the ensuing interdepen-
dent whole can best be studied through the concept of word-meaning.
Vygotsky thought word-meaning embodied "the unity of word and
2Vygotsky seems to have been consistently out of tune with the prescribed literary taste. In
the same chapter of Thinking and Speech he quoted the avant-guard poet KhJebnikov, which
was remarkable in 1934 when "socialist realism" had just been declared the official doctrine. In
chapter 2 of this book we have already seen that his The Psychology of Art was dangerously
close to formalism - a literary approach that had already been condemned by Lunarcharsky in
1924 — and that Vygotsky used a story of the emigre writer Bunin to illustrate his own literary
views. It may be significant that from 1928 to 1934 - the period in which avant-guard
literature and formalist ideas were increasingly criticized by the authorities and during which
the doctrine of "socialist realism" evolved — Vygotsky did not publish works on art and
literature.
362 Moscow, KHARKOV, AND LENINGRAD
thought" (1934, p. 262). In his concept-formation research he had shown
that in child development word-meanings undergo a long series of transfor-
mations (see chapter 11).
It is interesting to note that Vygotsky now dismissed the Gestalt view of
the relation between words and thoughts that he had half-heartedly
accepted earlier. In 1934 he claimed that it was fundamentally misleading to
compare words to the sticks used by Köhler's apes (see chapter 9) as it
equated words with ordinary objects and could do nothing to explain (the
development of) word-meanings (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 266—7).
Having made the very general point about the different origins of
thinking and speech Vygotsky started elaborating on the various distinc-
tions between different levels of thought and speech that had been made in
the existing literature. It was his aim to demonstrate the differences between
thought on the one hand and various forms of speech on the other hand.
More specifically, he wished to argue for the fundamental role of inner
speech and to show its developmental course.
The first distinction Vygotsky made was that between the internal,
semantic plane of speech and the external, auditory plane, for although they
form a unity they can be distinguished. Piaget (1924), for example, had
demonstrated that even older children can use perfect external speech while
not fully understanding the semantic side of their words. Vygotsky also
argued that children's language development showed a differential develop-
ment for the internal and external planes of speech. The development of the
semantic plane proceeded from wholes to parts, as children's first thoughts
are very global and diffuse and only gradually become differentiated.
External speech, on the other hand, would develop from parts to wholes as
the child first forms one-word sentences and then speaks longer phrases
(Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 270). Even without accepting these - somewhat
dubious - concepts of whole and part one has to accept that word and
thought are not each other's mirror images. In adult speech one can also
distinguish between the internal, semantic and the external, vocal plane.
Vygotsky explained that the difference can be seen quite clearly when the
psychological and grammatical subject and predicate do not coincide. Thus,
in the sentence "The clock has fallen", the subject grammatically speaking is
"the clock" and the predicate "has fallen." Psychologically speaking,
however, both "the clock" and "has fallen" can be the subject of the
utterance depending on the context involved. The sentence could be the
answer to both the question "Which objects have fallen?" and to "What
happened to the clock?" When answering these questions with the same
sentence, "The clock has fallen", its psychological subject will differ.
This distinction between grammatical and psychological subjects and
predicates was a very old one and was borrowed from Vossler (1923). In
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fact, in several places Vygotsky quoted Vossler verbatim (1934a, pp. 272-
3; 1987, pp. 251-2)3 and his references to Paul (1886) and to Uhland's
words in the play Herzog Ernst von Schwaben were directly taken from
Vossler (1923, pp. 105-51). Until now these facts have gone unnoticed,
probably because even in the original 1934 edition of Thinking and Speech
most of the quotation marks were left out. The modern reader is entitled to
know, however, that Vygotsky's reasoning about the subtle interactions
between the psychological and grammatical planes of speech can be found
fully, and in more elaborate form, in Paul (1886, pp. 100—7) and, in
particular, in Vossler (1923, pp. 105-51).
Vygotsky showed — again inspired by examples given in Vossier (1923) —
the interdependence of the internal and external aspects of speech by
pointing out, among other things, a problem that arose in translating a
poem from German into Russian. In the poem, by Heine (see Heine, 1968,
p. 88) a firtree (der Fichtenbaum) is dreaming of a palm (die Palme). In the
original text the gender of both nouns suggested a heterosexual love affair
between the two trees. Unfortunately, the Russian equivalent for firtree
happened to be of the wrong gender and Tjutchev in his translation replaced
it by a cedar, which has the right gender in Russian, in order to preserve the
intended meaning of the poem. This example demonstrated the simple truth
that the grammatical properties of words may evoke various shades of
meaning that are lost in translation. Vygotsky (1934a, p. 274) concluded
that the existence of two planes of speech - an internal plane, or grammar
of thought, and an external plane, or grammar of words — was demons-
trated sufficiently and that the sense structure may be changed as the
internal plane is embodied in the external one and vice versa. He suggested
that these two planes are not fully differentiated in early periods of develop-
ment, since young children and primitive people tend to see names as
properties of objects (Vygotsky, 1934a, pp. 274^-5).
The Method: Starting from Egocentric Speech
Having clarified the difference between these two planes of speech to his
satisfaction, Vygotsky proceeded to investigate the phenomenon of inner
speech. For him this was the phenomenon that lay "behind" the plane of
semantic speech. It is not clear, however, what "behind" means in this
context and the present authors feel that the various conceptual distinctions
'Unfortunately, in Vygotsky (1987) Vossler became Fasler, Uhland turned into Uland, while
the poor duke Ernst von Schwaben became Ernst Shvabskii.
364 Moscow, KHARKOV, AND LENINGRAD
made in his chapter cannot easily be accommodated in one hierarchically
structured whole. Instead, we would suggest that the various distinctions
partially overlap and in fact sometimes express more or less the same idea.
More specifically, it seems that the phenomenon of inner speech can be seen
as part of the semantic plane of speech and not necessarily as a phenomenon
that is "deeper" in the sense of being closer to thoughts. In the following we
will see that other concepts also overlapped.
How should the phenomenon of inner speech be investigated? And what
is actually meant by it.' This last question can be answered only very vaguely
at this stage: for Vygotsky inner speech was not simply speech without
sound as Watson claimed, nor was it everything that preceeds the motor act
(i.e. the viewpoint of Goldstein). Essentially Vygotsky believed that it was
speech for oneself and not speech for others. It was this functional aspect
that implied a series of structural properties, which made other definitions
of inner speech untenable.
As the adequate method to investigate inner speech, Vygotsky proposed
to start from the study of egocentric speech and to infer the properties of
inner speech by extrapolation. Of course this appoach presupposed that
these phenomena were meaningfully related. Consequently, Vygotsky
devoted much space to the arguments that egocentric speech (1) serves the
same function as inner speech, that is, to plan our behavior; (2) has a
structure similar to that of inner speech; and (3) is, genetically speaking,
transformed into inner speech. Once these claims have been substantiated
one might use the objectively observable properties of egocentric speech to
deduce the properties of inner speech. In this way, following an indirect
route, we might be able to lay bare the peculiarities of inner speech, that is,
to observe the nonobservable, or — as Vygotsky (1934a, p. 316) put it —"the
other side of the moon."
The problem was, of course, that Piaget's (1923) own interpretation of
egocentric speech was rather different from Vygotsky's and said nothing of
a possible genetic relation to inner speech. In Vygotsky's reading, Piaget's
view could be summarized as follows: (1) egocentric speech does not serve
any function at all; it simply accompanies the on-going action of the child;
(2) the structure of a child's egocentric speech differs from that of adult
speech because it is not yet sufficiently socialized; and (3) egocentric speech
does not become transformed into inner speech; it simply fades away.
Vygotsky remarked that if (2) were true one would expect the structure of
egocentric speech to become less differentiated from communicative, social-
ized speech as the child grows older. Eventually, it would vanish completely,
because it had become structurally equivalent to communicative speech.
Rather surprisingly, he claimed to have carried out investigations that
disproved this theory. Analyzing the structural properties of egocentric
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speech of children in the age range of three to seven years' old he found that
egocentric speech does not become more comprehensible as the child grows
older. What is more, Vygotsky claimed that at the age of three egocentric
speech did not differ from communicative speech, while at the age of seven
it differed 100 percent. This would be a set of intriguing results (curiously
enough, no researcher seems to have reinvestigated this issue) that is hard to
align with Piaget's assertions. It did accord with Vygotsky's idea of a
growing differentiation of two planes of speech, one of which, egocentric
speech, would be subsumed and transformed into inner speech, while the
other, social speech, would remain evident and serve a communicative
function.
Vygotsky's next step was to argue — with Grünbaum (1927) — that
egocentric speech although structurally increasingly difficult to understand,
still was social speech, that is, speech intended to be heard by others. He
pointed out that Piaget's own sketch of egocentric speech seemed to imply
this view, for Piaget had observed that (1) egocentric speech often proceeds
in the form of collective monologues, that is, in a collective of children; (2)
noted that egocentric speech is often accompanied by the illusion of
understanding by the recipient; and (3) observed that egocentric speech is
external, audible speech. In order to substantiate his alternative interpreta-
tion of these findings Vygotsky carried out a number of small experiments.
As with the investigation mentioned above they were probably carried out
around 1929 in the Krupskaja Academy of Education, but as with that
experiment, we are not presented with any raw data, only Vygotsky's
summarizing statistics.
The first thing Vygotsky did was to try to undermine the child's idea that
others were understanding him. If this would lead to a diminishing number
of egocentric utterances that would confirm the idea that the child is indeed
addressing others with the aim of being understood. Placing the child in (1)
a collective of deaf-mutes or (2) a collective of children speaking a foreign
language indeed led to a considerable decrease of egocentric speech.
Vygotsky reported that the ratio of egocentric utterances before and after
the experimental intervention was 8:1. The second experimental interven-
tion Vygotsky introduced was meant to disturb the development of a
collective monologue. In order to accomplish this the child was (1) placed in
a collective of children unknown to him; (2) forced to play at some distance
from the collective; (3) forced to play alone; and (4) forced to play alone
and left after some time by the experimenter. Again the result was that the
frequency of egocentric utterances decreased. Here the ratio of the number
of egocentric utterances in the normal situation compared to that in the
strange situations was 6:1. Finally, Vygotsky manipulated the possibility of
normal, audible speech by introducing a number of restraints. These in-
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eluded (1) placing the child at a distance from the others; (2) having an
orchestra play; (3) making loud noises and (4) forbidding the children to
speak out loud (only whispering was allowed). Again he found that egocen-
tric speech diminished this time in a ratio of 5.4 : 1.
Vygotsky believed that these findings proved that his interpretation of the
function, structure, and fate of egocentric speech was beyond any reason-
able doubt (cf. Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a). The child was definitely trying
to address the other children and egocentric speech was, therefore, a form of
social speech. On the other hand, the developmental curves showed that its
structure changed to produce an increasing incomprehensibility. This
seemed to imply that part of communicative speech branched off to form
egocentric and, eventually, inner speech, which would serve its own func-
tions. More specifically, inner speech would help to plan the subject's
behavior, an issue that received little attention in Vygotsky's last chapter.
"The Other Side of the Moon": Inner Speech
Vygotsky claimed that when studying children's egocentric speech he came
to the conclusion that inner speech must have very special properties. In
itself this was hardly a new idea, for as Watson had already suggested
our thoughts (even if registered with the help of a phonograph and thus
made audible to the ear of interested government officials) would never be
understandable to the outsider. Accepting this comforting thought
Vygotsky set out to sketch the peculiarities of inner speech drawing heavily
on the existing linguistic literature. In the first place inner speech must have
a special syntax: it is fragmented, abbreviated, and shows a tendency
towards predicativity, that is, a tendency towards omitting the subject of the
utterance.
It is remarkable that Vygotsky did not illustrate the syntax of inner speech
by giving examples from protocols of egocentric speech registered in his
own research. Instead, he resorted to analogies with ordinary speech. When
would we omit the subject of a sentence in ordinary speech? Vygotsky
distinguished between (1) the case of answering a question and (2) the more
general case of a situation in which the subject of the sentence is known to
both speaker and listener. Obviously, when answering a question we will
not always fully repeat all the information that the question contained:
monosyllabic answers abound in conversations. To illustrate the more
general case of shared context Vygotsky quoted Levin's declaration of love
to Kitty from Tolstoy's Anna Karenina. Levin and Kitty conducted their
conversation by only writing down the initials of the words and Vygotsky
emphasized the importance of this literary fragment by referring to the fact
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that it was based on a historical conversation that took place in Tolstoy's
own life, although in a recent biography of Tolstoy the credibility of this
story — related by the writer and his wife — is considered very doubtful
(Wilson, 1988, p. 194). Be that as it may, it is clear that cases of abbreviated
speech are frequent in everyday conversations and that they rest on the
common knowledge of speaker and listener. From these examples Vygotsky
concluded that it is only logical to expect abbreviated speech in inner speech
as the speaker and listener are one and all the contextual knowledge is
available. In this respect, he argued, inner speech is diametrically opposed to
written speech.
Another factor that allows the speaker to use abbreviated speech is
intonat ion: intonation can give one and the same word various shades of
meaning. To illustrate this fact Vygotsky (1934a, p. 298) again referred to a
literary source. Dostoevsky, in his Diary of a Writer told the story of a
group of drunkards who communicated with the help of only one - rather
indecent — word pronounced in a variety of ways. Referring to this ex-
tremely unlikely story Vygotsky argued that normal, dialogical speech can
be much more abbreviated than written speech. Thus it seemed that one
could, following Humboldt, distinguish between various speech genres -
inner speech, dialogical speech, and written speech — which differed in
several dimensions. Vygotsky's strategy was to argue that written speech
was diametrically opposed to inner speech and to extrapolate several
tendencies present in normal and egocentric speech to inner speech. He
claimed, for example, that the predicative character of egocentric speech
was more outspoken in situations where it more clearly served an intellec-
tual function, that is, when the child was confronted with an unexpected
problem. The implication was that inner speech - supposedly serving an
exclusively intellectual function - would be completely predicative. Again,
however, the reader was shown no protocol fragments to illustrate this
finding. It also seems odd that Vygotsky introduced the subject of intona-
tion. The possibilities of intonation distinguish normal speech from written
speech but it cannot possibly play a role in inner speech. Introducing this
topic, therefore, could only serve the more general purpose of distinguishing
different speech genres and was of no use for Vygotsky's aim of characteriz-
ing inner speech.
(That Vygotsky did introduce the topic of intonation becomes under-
standable when we realize that this part of his chapter was based on the
Soviet linguist Jakubinsky's (1923/1988) famous paper "On dialogical
speech," which dealt with the various factors that play a role in normal
dialogical speech. In fact, it is no exaggeration to say that Vygotsky (1934a,
pp. 292-304; 1987, pp. 266-75) simply paraphrased the content of
Jakubinsky's paper, adding as his own contribution the extrapolation of the
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findings to the domain of inner speech. It is easy to support this claim, as
Vygotsky followed Jakubinsky's line of thought closely and several times
quoted him verbatim. For example, Vygotsky's (1934a, pp. 295-8) quota-
tions from and references to Tarde, Polivanov, and Shcherba (see Budagov,
1988) were all present in Jakubinsky (1923/1988, pp. 27-43). Jakubinsky
also gave various examples of abbreviation in normal speech (e.g. the case
of monosyllabic answers) and explicitly compared written and normal
speech. And the fragments from Tolstoy's Anna Karentna and Dostoevsky's
Diary of a Writer are fully quoted in Jakubinsky's paper. Many more
examples could be given but the present short list suffices to show Vygots-
ky's style of working in this chapter. As in the case of his use of Vossler
(1923) it was not easy to see this influence: Vygotsky did mention Jakubins-
ky's name several rimes but gave no source and never made clear that his
reasoning and all of his examples were directly inspired by or taken from
Jakubinsky's paper.
Vygotsky continued his reasoning in the chapter by pointing to several
peculiarities of the semantics of inner speech. Referring to Paulhan (1928)
he claimed that in inner speech sense dominates over meaning or significa-
tion. Paulhan had argued that words evoke different tendencies in different
individuals and he labeled these tendencies the senses of the word. The
senses can be distinguished from the word's signification, that is, those
senses that are shared by all individuals. Sense and signification of the word
have transient boundaries and Paulhan argued that they can be represented
as concentric circles with the smallest circle denoting the signification
(Paulhan, 1928, pp. 293—4). One may say, then, that Paulhan's concept of
"sense" was roughly equivalent with the personal connotation a given word
has for a specific person, while his "signification" roughly coincided with its
impersonal dictionary definition. Paulhan gave several examples demon-
strating that words may have a personal sense for a person who does not
know their dictionary meaning and vice versa. He emphasized that the sense
of the words of a text is dependent on the wider context: it can only be
grasped by reading the whole passage of a book. Paulhan even went as far as
to claim that in the end an adequate understanding of the sense of words
requires reading the whole body of work of a writer and a knowledge of his
life (1928, pp. 324-7).
Vygotsky thought that this reasoning again implied that inner speech -
even if objectively registered — would be incomprehensible to an outsider.
For it is obvious that when speaking for oneself the personal meanings or
senses will be more prevalent than in the case of speech for others. This may
lead to very idiosyncratic word formations and personal idioms or
"dialects." He claimed that a tendency towards the development of such
"inner dialects" had indeed been observed in his own experiments register-
ing egocentric speech.
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We may conclude, then, that inner speech differs in a variety of ways from
normal, dialogical speech on the one hand and written speech on the other.
All of its peculiarities are rooted in the fact that it is speech not intended to
be heard by others. It follows that inner speech is no mirror image, no
simple copy of normal speech. The path between thought and the spoken
word involves a series of transformations. For Vygotsky the transformation
from the spoken word to inner speech and vice versa had been sufficiently
clarified. The task that remained was to clarify the relation between inner
speech and thoughts.
Thoughts and Motives
Vygotsky continued his line of thought by stating that one and the same
thought may be expressed in various ways, as one utterance may stand for
various thoughts. Clearly the thought and its verbal expression do not
coincide. He illustrated this truth by referring to Stanislavsky's system of
recreating the hidden meaning of lines spoken in, for example, Griboedov's
Woe from Wit and he quoted lines by the poets Tyutchev and Fet about the
difficulty of expressing thoughts in words. It seems, that in Vygotsky's view
thoughts were identifiable entities that might be expressed in words. Every
possible phrasing of the thought, however, was at the same rime a comple-
tion of the thought in one or the other direction. In order to communicate
with others we have to operate with words with their ordinary dictionary
meaning, but in doing so the original thought will inevitably be changed and
shades of meaning - personal senses - will be lost. Vygotsky summarized
this view by stating that
The thought is not only externally mediated by signs, but also internally by
meanings. The whole point is that direct communication of minds is impossi-
ble not only physically, but also psychologically. It can only be reached
through indirect, mediated ways. This road amounts to the internal mediahon
of the thought first by meanings, then by words. Therefore the thought can
never be equal to the direct meaning of words. The meaning mediates the
thought on its road towards verbal expression, that is, the road from thought
to the word is a roundabout, internally mediated road. (Vygotsky, 1934a,
p. 314)
The present authors read this rather cryptic statement as once again
expressing the idea that between the plane of thought and the plane of the
spoken word one can find the plane of inner speech where sense dominates
over meaning.
Having distinguished the plane of spoken words, the plane of inner
speech, and the plane of thought, Vygotsky stated that thoughts can only be
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understood from an examination of the underlying forces that caused them.
All thoughts are born out of emotions, drives, needs, and motivations. It
was a thesis he did not develop. In fact, Vygotsky only dealt with it by
referring the reader once more to the same analysis by Stanislavsky of
Griboedov's Woe from Wit, but this time the hidden meanings of words
detected by Stanislavsky served to illustrate the idea that each spoken line
has an underlying motive. We may conclude, therefore, that Vygotsky's
distinguishing between thoughts and their underlying motives remained
rather theoretical and was not sufficiently illustrated by example.
Vygotsky believed that he had proved his main argument: that the
relation between words and thoughts is not a thing but a process. It is a
movement from thought to word and back again. Or, in other words, the
"thought is not expressed in the word, but is completed in the word. One
might therefore speak of the becoming (the unity of being and non-being) of
the thought in the word" (Vygotsky, 1934a, p. 269).
In all generality this conclusion may be accepted and Vygotsky's descrip-
tion of the connection between egocentric speech and inner speech should be
considered truly original. It is this pan of his argument that has been hotly
debated and has generated much research (e.g. Piaget, 1962; Kohlberg,
Yaeger, and Hjertholm, 1968; Zivin, 1979).
On Vygotsky's Possible Other Sources: A Connection with
Bakhtin?
Vygotsky's general linguistic arguments - e.g. that one can distinguish
different forms of speech that are different yet interact; that there is more
than the meaning of words; that one can distinguish grammatical and
psychological subjects and predicates, etc. — are not original. We have
shown how his reasoning was entirely based on the works of Vossler
(1923), Jakubinsky (1923/1988), and Paulhan (1928), and it is clear to the
present writers that a great deal of Vygotsky's arguments were quite
commonplace in the linguistic circles of the 1920s and 1930s.
Of course, our exploration of the linguistic background of Vygotsky's
thinking can only be considered a first step and a more thorough investiga-
tion of Vygotsky's sources would be rewarding. In this respect Rad-
zikhovsky, the author of the commentaries in the Russian edition of
Thinking and Speech, has made some interesting observations. As we have
done, Radzikhovsky observed that in the seventh chapter of Thinking and
Speech Vygotsky quoted some literary works via other authors (1982, pp.
488—9). He claimed — without giving his reasons — that Vygotsky took the
fragment of Dostoevsky's Diary of a Writer from Gornfel'd (1906) (Rad-
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zikhovsky, 1982, p. 488; n. 87). As we have seen, this is most certainly
wrong: the fragment was quoted via Jakubinsky (1923/1988). Rad-
zikhovsky also made several claims concerning the following two fragments
of poetry quoted by Vygotsky in his seventh chapter (1934a, p. 314):
How can the heart express itself,
How can the other understand you ...
and
Oh, if the soul could express itself without the word!
The first fragment was attributed by Radzikhovsky to Fet and he claimed
(Radzikhovsky, 1982, p. 489, n. 92) - again without giving any reasons -
that it was quoted by Vygotsky via Bakhtin's Marxism and the Philosophy
of Language (Bakhtin, 1930/1972). If true, this would prove that Vygotsky
knew Bakhtin's work. Radzikhovsky (1982, p. 489; n. 93) attributed the
second fragment to Gumilyov's poem "The Word." Unfortunately, this is
mistaken. For the first fragment was not written by Fet but comes from
Tyutchev's famous poem "Silentium!" (Tyutchev, 1836/1976, pp. 132-3),
while the second fragment was not written by Gumilyov, but is part of a
poem written by Fet (Fet, 1844/1979, pp. 64-5).
Nevertheless, Radzikhovsky may have been right in pointing to Bakhtin
as one of the possible sources of inspiration for Vygotsky. One reason to
suppose that Vygotsky read Bakhtin (1930/1972) is that the poetic fragment
by Fet given above can be found in Bakhtin (1930/1972, p. 86) as well as
another line from Tyutchev's "Silentium!": These lines were quoted there in
the context of a discussion that was similar to Vygotsky's. Among other
things, Bakhtin argued that the internal thought expressing itself would be
changed by the medium used, that is, speech (Bakhtin, 1930/1972, p. 86).
In itself, however, showing that various literary fragments are present in
the work of both Vygotsky and Bakhtin without performing a thorough
analysis of their texts is hardly sufficient evidence to draw any conclusion
about a possible mutual influence. To illustrate the danger of Radzikhovs-
ky's approach, we might point out that the very same fragment of Dostoevs-
ky's Diary of a Writer that was present in Jakubinsky (1923/1988), and
borrowed by Vygotsky (1934a), was also presented - and for the same
purpose - in Bakhtin (1930/1972, p. 106)!
We, thus, conclude that Radzikhovsky's remarks do not demonstrate
beyond doubt that Vygotsky consulted Bakhtin's Marxism and the Philoso-
phy of Language. We do know that Bakhtin referred to Vygotsky (1925J) in
his Freudianism. A Critical Essay (Bakhtin, 1927/1983; see also chapter 5),
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but this fact and the similarities between the writings of both authors can
only serve as a starting point for a future investigation about their possible
mutual influence.
Another claim made by Radzikhovsky (1982, p. 489; n. 96) is that
Vygotsky's quotations from Gumilyov's poem "The Word" (given in the
very beginning of this chapter) was borrowed from an article written by
Osip Mandel'shtam. Again he gave no reasons for this supposition. The
particular article, entitled "On the nature of the word," was published in
1922 as a separate brochure and had the lines from Gumilyov's poem on its
cover (see Mandel'shtam, 1922/1987, pp. 280-1). Radzikhovsky's claim
may have been partially based on the fact that Mandel'shtam (1922/1987,
p. 58) also quoted Tyutchev's famous words from "Silentium!": "How can
the heart express itself," "How can the other understand you ..." In itself,
this would make his rather weak claim somewhat stronger although
Tyutchev's poem is very famous and generally known by educated Russians.
In summary we might say Radzikhovsky's (1982) analysis of Vygotsky's
sources is not convincing and that at present there are insufficient reasons to
suppose that Vygotsky quoted several literary fragments via Bakhtin and/or
Mandel'shtam.
Conclusions
The last chapter of Thinking and Speech was Vygotsky's final word on
issues of scientific interest. Dictated in the spring of 1934 it contained many
references to works of literature and to the available linguistic writings. The
chapter owed much to Vossler (1923), Jakubinsky (1923/1988), and
Paulhan (1928), and, in fact, it could be argued that Vygotsky's sole
contribution to the debate on inner and external speech was to extrapolate
the findings of these authors to the domain of inner speech. Vygotsky's
constructive replications of Piaget's findings on egocentric speech were truly
original and it is unfortunate that these were given only very vaguely.
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Criticisms
With rather few exceptions (e.g. Brushlinsky, 1968), current criticism of
Vygotsky's ideas seems to be rare. Modern researchers appear either to
accept Vygotsky as an important historical figure whose ideas are relevant
to our present-day understanding of the human mind, or to dismiss him as
an historical figure whose obsolete ideas now have little relevance. But there
is no theoretical debate between adherents and opponents of a Vygotskian
view of human development (cf. Brushlinsky, 1988, p. 7; Tulviste, 1988b,
p. 5). This is as disappointing as it is surprising, for it would seem that the
material for such a debate has been mounting. Many researchers have been
trying to replicate and extend different aspects of Vygotskian thinking.
Researchers such as Kohlberg, Yaeger, and Hjertholm (1968), Zivin (1979),
and Goudena (1983) have investigated the issue of the planning function of
egocentric speech. Wertsch (1980; 1981; 1984) studied the topic of dialogi-
cal speech in mother-child dyads. Adams et al. (1987), and Van der Veer
(1991) replicated the research of artificial attention and memory, and
Brown (in Campione et al., 1984; Brown and Ferrara, 1985) investigated
the issue of aided performance in the zone of proximal development. Finally,
Scribner and Cole (1981) and Tulviste (1988a) investigated the cultural-
historical claims about cross-cultural differences in mental makeup. Many
more replication studies could be added.
Surprisingly enough, neither these replication studies nor the recent
theoretical analyses (e.g. Berg, 1970; Puzyrej, 1986a; Rissom, 1985;
Wertsch, 1985) of Vygotsky's work have led to a global appraisal of
Vygotsky's endeavor. The one notable exception is, again, Brushlinsky
(1968), who, starting from a theoretical framework inspired by Rubinshtejn
came to a rather negative evaluation of Vygotsky's accomplishments as a
whole. It would seem, then, that the theoretical debate about the validity
and fruitfulness of Vygotskian ideas is only at its very beginning, possibly
because of a lack of insight in the real historical Vygotsky. The present book
is, of course, an attempt to fuel a future debate.
374 Moscow, KHARKOV, AND LENINGRAD
We should not think, however, that the situation was the same in the
1920s and 1930s. In fact, Vygotsky's ideas at times met with very sharp
criticism and critics did not hesitate to condemn his theory as a whole.
Although many of these criticisms cannot be viewed in isolation from the
prevailing ideological views, it is facile to regard these criticisms simply as
an expression of "Stalinism" or some other "ism" as many adherents of the
Vygotskian paradigm argue. All critique - and it has never been otherwise
in any historical period or country - is a mixture of the prevailing ideologi-
cal views and of fair or unfair scientific criticism, and Vygotsky is not a
prototype of the single-minded investigator conducting his research whilst
ignoring each and every "ideological" issue. It is true that his writings
mostly lacked the empty jargon employed by the likes of Zalkind. It is also
true that Vygotsky tended to discuss ideologically sensitive topics in an
objective, scientific way. Yet we have seen that he sincerely believed in the
Utopian ideas of the communist world-view (Vygotsky, 1930w; chapter 3),
that he was actively involved in the organizations linked with the Commun-
ist Party (chapter 1), and that he attempted to incorporate the communist
world-view in his research (e.g. Shif's research in chapter 11). Of course,
there was simply no way he could have avoided becoming involved in the
continuing ideological debate in Soviet society, even if he had wished to.'
Vygotsky was one of the many active figures and researchers who at the
same time contributed to and were the victims of the maelstrom of Soviet
society. In this chapter part of this debate will be presented. Undoubtedly,
more material will be found by future historians of psychology but the
present overview will give the reader at least some idea of the ideological
debates that provided the context in which Vygotsky's ideas were formed
and it may enhance insight into the ideological (non-jembeddedness of his
views (see also Bubnov, 1936; Frankel, 1930; F., 1936; Ja., 1936, and
Markov, 1936).
The Growing Ideological Pressure
Although intellectual freedom in the real sense of the word had never
existed in the Soviet Union, the situation grew considerably worse as 1929
approached. The personnel of educational and scientific institutions were
more and more frequently subjected to political investigations and purges,
which might result in dismissal, imprisonment, or execution. The idea was,
of course, "to oust bourgeois academicians of certain institutions in order to
'Vygotsky participated, for example, in the reactology discussion (cf. Vygotsky, 1931s).
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replace them with supporters of the Communist Party" (Graham, 1987, p.
9). That Luria and Leont'ev participated in similar purges should be noted.
In the 1920s students awaiting interrogation by the university authorities
were pulled out of the line and submitted to Luria's "lie detector" (Joravsky,
1989, p. 249; Levitin, 1982, pp. 156-8; Luria, 1979, pp. 35-6; 201-2; see
also chapter 10).
In order to give an idea of the conditions that gradually developed in
Soviet academia we can do no better than to quote from the resolution that
was published in 1931 in connection with the attack on Kornilov's reactol-
ogy and his Institute of Experimental Psychology. This resolution ("Itogi
diskussii po reaktologicheskoj psikhologii," 1931a; 1931b; 1931c) declared
that "the acuteness of the struggle at the scientific front reflects the acuteness
of the class struggle in our country." The existing petty bourgeois schools of
thought in Western psychology - such as behaviorism, Stem's personalism,
and Gestalt psychology — were condemned for their ahistorical, abstract,
and, therefore, essentially reactionary nature. Unfortunately - as the resolu-
tion continued - remnants of these anti-socialist and subversive ideas were
still present in the writings of several would-be Soviet scientists, notably the
adherents of Chelpanov and Vygotsky's former teacher Gustav Shpet, the
resolution warned. It further declared that it was of the utmost importance
to "destroy and annihilate these remnants of bourgeois idealistic theories
that formed a direct reflection of the resistance of counter-revolutionary
elements of the country against the socialist construction." Several organiza-
tional measures were suggested in order to purge psychology of these
elements. These included a general examination of the content of text-books
used at universities and institutes. The decision was taken to devote more
attention to the formation of reliable communist cadres at the universities
by demanding that a certain quota of the persons writing their dissertations
should be Party members. Moreover, the ideological commitments of the
personnel had to be examined thoroughly and the appointment of heads of
the staff now required the permission of the "competent Party center."
Finally, it was required that students should work for some period at a
collective farm, or factory.
These quotations demonstrate that the Party culture, with its fear of
dissenting opinions and its demand for a strictly uniform world-view, was
being imposed on scientific debates (cf. Jakhot, 1981). More and more
frequently researchers were forced to demonstrate their loyalty to the latest
ideological point of view. The most common procedure to deal with
researchers whose ideology was considered to be suspect, was the organiza-
tion of public debates where carefully prepared opponents tried to demolish
the scientific position of the researcher. Of course, many psychologists
pleaded guilty in advance - admitting to ridiculous or simply incomprehen-
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sible accusations — in the hope of mitigating the expected sanctions. One of
them was Anan'ev who, as the victim of the anti-reactology campaign,
recanted in an article in Psikhologija and seized the opportunity to try to
drag down Vygotsky with him. Quoting Stalin, Anan'ev acknowledged the
correctness of the criticisms of his views and asked for more. He now clearly
realized the reactionary nature of the reactology he had promoted.
However, he had not been the only erring psychologist in the past few years:
Vygotsky and Luria, in particular, had espoused incorrect views. Their so-
called Marxist approach was in reality an unhappy mixture of behaviorist
and psychoanalytic ideas. Anan'ev singled out Vygotsky's and Luria's
Studies in the History of Behavior (1930a) for its lack of the social-class
concept. In this book, Anan'ev said, both history and child development
were treated from an abstract sociological point of view, thereby ignoring
the concept of social class. Anan'ev added that living in Leningrad he was
somewhat cut off from the on-going debates in Moscow and, thus, did not
know how far the criticism and self-criticism in the case of Vygotsky and
Luria had gone, but he sincerely hoped that his colleagues would repent
(Anan'ev, 1931, pp. 341-2).
The editorial board of Psikhologija — which included Vygotsky and Luria
— apparently was not completely satisfied with Anan'ev's text and remarked
in a footnote that while appreciating the change in the theoretical position
of one of the main representatives of reflexology they did not agree with his
present views.
Anan'ev must have chosen Vygotsky and Luria as the target of his attack
because he knew they had been "outlawed" by the "competent Parry
centers" (he had probably attended Talankin's talk; see below) and would
be the victims of one of the public debates yet to come. Indeed, such a
debate had been mooted for some time and Vygotsky and Luria had
carefully prepared their defense. That this was so is clear in one of the letters
Vygotsky wrote to Luria, when the latter was in Samarkand for the first
psychological expedition to Central Asia (see chapter 10):
The discussion is delayed all the rime. First, it did not materialize because the
discussion about Zaikind intervened, then there was the psychological con-
gress. Not even a date has been fixed now. Apparently it will be held in June.
The auspices are the same as with you. Our decision is unshakeable.
(Vygotsky in a letter to Luria, dated June 1, 1931)
Several days before this letter was written the first more or less official
criticism of Vygotsky's and Luria's theoretical views had been heard. At the
First All-Union Congress on Psychotechnics and the Psychophysiology of
Labor in Leningrad A. A. Talankin — a member of the Party cell of
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Kornilov's Institute and a very active participant in the discussion on
reactology - had given a talk entitled "About the turning-point on the
psychological front" (Talankin, 193 la). In this talk he criticized practically
all existing psychological currents, concentrating on Kornilov's and Bekh-
terev's ideas. In the published version of his talk a special paragraph was
dedicated to "the group of Vygotsky and Luria." Talankin warned against
their tendency to uncritically transfer Western psychological theories, such
as Freudianism, Gestalt psychology, and the theories of Karl Bühler to
Soviet psychology. He continued by criticizing their concept of "instru-
ment" as it was at variance with the concept of "tool" as understood by
Marxism. Further, he remarked that Vygotsky's concept of culture was
crudely mechanistic, because he understood culture "as the sum of things,
instruments, and symbols." Finally, Talankin remarked that
the cultural-psychological conception of Vygotsky and Luria has to be fought
seriously. Thus far it has not been criticized. We have to demonstrate that a
Marxist solution of the problem of the development of psychic processes on a
historical-labor basis undoubtedly differs radically from the formulation of
the problem of development that we see in Vygotsky and Luria. {Talankin,
1931», p. 15)
Some pages later Talankin (1931a, p. 22) returned to Vygotsky's and
Luria's ideas when discussing the concept of labor. Emphasizing Marx' and
Engels' idea that it was labor that created man, he criticized Studies of the
History of Behavior (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a). In his opinion Köhler's
ape, Sultan, reaching for a banana with a stick demonstrated the important
role of labor. Why, then, did this concept of labor disappear in Vygotsky's
and Luria's treatment of the history of man? It was, no doubt, this criticism
that Anan'ev referred to in his article.
Talankin (1931b, pp. 39-40) repeated his talk in a slightly modified form
in Kharkov, claiming that Vygotsky and Luria thought of "culture as a
system of things that organize the person's behavior. Of course, such a
thing-like understanding of culture is a non-Marxist understanding." In the
ritual discussions that followed his talk, however, Vygotsky and Luria did
not receive much attention ("Diskussija o polozhenii na psikhologicheskom
fronte", 1931).
Seen against the background of Talankin's criticims of other psychologi-
cal approaches the critique of the cultural-historical theory was rather mild.
Talankin mentioned, for example, that Studies of the History of Behavior
contained a lot of interesting material and he began his critical notes by
remarking that "the group of Vygotsky and Luria is undoubtedly talented."
Vygotsky, who attended Talankin's talk, wrote a letter to Luria in which he
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said that it had apparently been formally decided that they would be
"beaten, but not killed" (bit', no ne ubivat) (Vygotsky in a lener to Luria,
dated June 1, 1931).
Nevertheless, it had been decided by "the competent Party centers" that
the cultural-historical theory was in need of a principled Marxist critique
and a public discussion of Vygotsky's ideas was now more than ever
unavoidable. This discussion, however, did not take place in 1931.
The Public Debate
It is clear, then, that until 1932 Vygotsky and his co-workers managed to
avoid major confrontations with the leading Party ideologues. Of course,
some minor frictions were unavoidable. Thus, Kurazov (1931, pp. 108—9)
criticized Vygotsky for his "vulgar evolutionary point of view" claiming
that in his discussion of Köhler's investigations Vygotsky had not empha-
sized sufficiently the intellectual differences between human beings and
chimpanzees. Further, during the campaign against Kornilov many of the
researchers working at his Institute did not escape criticism either. Thus, the
cultural-historical theory was labeled "Vygotsky's and Luria's culturologi-
cal psychology" and the journal Psikhologija, whose policy Vygotsky
influenced (being a member of its editorial board) was condemned since "it
reflected all of the above mentioned anti-Marxist currents on the psycholo-
gical front and during the whole period of its three-year existence did not
distinguish itself from bourgeois journals. A fraction of the editorship of the
journal followed a clearly opportunistic line, allowing the acute moments of
the class struggle to be concealed by bare formalism" ("Itogi diskussii po
reaktologicheskoj psikhologii", 1931a, p. 388).
It was Feofanov (1932), however, who opened the real attack against
Vygotsky's ideas with an article in Pedologija entitled "The theory of
cultural development in paedology as an electric2 conception that on the
whole has idealist roots." Feofanov was experienced in writing this type of
article (cf. Feofanov, 1931a; 1931b; 1931c) and had undoubtedly been
asked to open the debate. Judging by a footnote his article was intended as
the first of a series.
The editorial board is of the opinion that the so-called "theory of cultural
development" requires the most severe Marxist-Leninist criticism as it smug-
gles in - under the flag of "historical development" - idealist, subjectivist
2Hc intended to write "eclectic." It was Talankin (1931b), who first used the word
"eclectic" with regard to Vygotsky's approach. All of the later critics repeated this criticism.
CRITICISMS 379
conceptions, mixed with mechanistic elements of a "behaviorist" theory. The
editorial board is of the opinion that the paper by comrade Feofanov is merely
the first step towards such a criticism and represents on the whole just the
formulation of several of the main problems of the culturological theory.
Several of the formulations of the article are incorrect. The present article
opens the discussion about the matter in question. (In Feofanov, 1932, p. 21)
Referring to Vygotsky paedology text-books (Vygotsky, 1929n; 1929p;
1930p; 1931h) Feofanov above all tried to find wordings or views that
seemed ideologically dubious. Thus he deduced from the fact that Vygotsky
often characterized child development with words such as "growth" and
claimed that it results in qualitative changes, as dramatic as those which take
place in the transformation from chrysalis to butterfly, that the author
favored a biologistic approach. And from the fact that Vygotsky often formu-
lated general laws for child development he deduced that the author did not
distinguish beween the development of children of workers and bourgeois.
It is clear that Feofanov was deliberately distorting Vygotsky's views, since
in the books he referred to (e.g. Vygotsky, 1931h, pp. 471-80) Vygotsky
paid particular attention to "the adolescent of the working class" (relying
heavily on Spranger) and explicitly distinguished between the natural and
cultural lines in child development. That Feofanov realized this becomes
clear from the fact that he also accused Vygotsky of dualism, pointing out
that the distinction between natural and cultural periods in child develop-
ment is wrong as such initial, natural periods did not exist in his view. Here,
of course, Feofanov made justified use of Vygotsky's unhappy use of the
word "cultural" (see chapter 9). His further remark, that we cannot say
with Vygotsky that "primitives" have a natural memory, whereas cultural
man has an artificial memory, because both types of memory are the result
of development in a specific milieu and as such are artificial, also seems to
the point. Feofanov went on to argue that it is misleading to distinguish
between development due to the mastering of cultural instruments and
development due to the development of nervous tissue: in both cases the
cortex develops in interaction with the social milieu. He, thus, ignored
Vygotsky's reasons for introducing the concept of the mastery of cultural
instruments, that is, the wish to differentiate between animal and human
development and to build a bridge between a Marxist view of anthropogeny
and contemporary primate research (see chapter 9). Finally, Feofanov
criticized Vygotsky's abstract approach, arguing that he had not sufficiently
emphasized that child development always takes place in a specific social
milieu in a specific historical period. (It is ironic that this criticism was
formulated at a time when Vygotsky's co-worker was precisely investigating
the influence of social milieu and historical changes in practice (see chapter
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10). Apparently, Vygotsky's views were too general: instead of giving us a
grand vision of child development as the mastering of cultural instruments,
he should have sketched the poor prospects for the proletarian child in a
bourgeois society. Instead of describing such cultural tools as mnemonic
signs and wri t ing systems he should have focused on hard labour and
practice. Vygotsky's views were deemed to be "abstract" and Feofanov
concluded that they gave "an incorrect view of the development of the
Soviet child" and had "a harmful influence on the practice of our educa-
tion" (Feofanov, 1932, p. 34).
In the next issue of Pedologija AbePskaja and Neopikhonova (1932)
repeated several of Feofanov's criticisms. The topic of their review article —
the transcript of a talk given at the Herzen Pedagogical Institute in Lening-
rad where Vygotsky was teaching at the time - was Heinz Werner's (1925)
Einführung in die Entwicklungspsychologie, but the authors seized the
opportunity to compare Werner's view with Vygotsky's ideas as expressed
in Studies in the History of Behavior (Vygotsky and Luria, 1930a) and
Paedology of the Adolescent (Vygotsky, 1931h). Abei'skaja's and Neopi-
khonova's aim was to criticize Werner for his mistakes and to point out that
similar mistakes had been made by "Soviet paedology and psychology,"
that is, Vygotsky, Luria, and Basov (cf. Luria, 1929b). Thus, when
Vygotsky and Luria pointed out the formal similarities between the develop-
ment of animals, "primitives," and Western children they were repeating
Werner's mistake, that is, they ignored the role of the production means and
the social-historic conditions and tended to see the three domains of
development as organisric. To illustrate Vygotsky's organistic approach the
authors repeated Feofanov's criticism of the chrysalis-butterfly metaphor
and referred to a text in which Vygotsky - quoting Kretschmer - drew a
parallel between the development of the nervous system and the develop-
ment of the higher psychological functions (1931h, pp. 346-7). Finally,
AbePskaja and Neopikhonova - following Talankin, Anan'ev, and Feofa-
nov - pointed out that Vygotsky's concept of "cultural instrument" was
abstract and formal as it was not by any means grounded in a concrete
analysis of labor conditions in specific historical periods.
Again, the members of the editorial board of Pedologija intervened by
adding a footnote, where they stated that Vygotsky's and Luria's "theory of
cultural development" did not represent "Soviet paedology and psychol-
ogy," as Abel'skaja and Neopikhonova had mistakingly claimed. Referring
to Feofanov's paper and to "the further critical articles... that will be
published in the next issues of our journal" the cultural-historical theory
was condemned as suffering from fundamental methodological defects.
However, these "further critical articles" were not to be published in
Pedologia as the journal closed down in 1932 (see chapter 12).
In 1933 the position of Vygotsky and his associates apparently grew worse.
j
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It seems possible to infer from a letter from Vygotsky to Luria (dated March
29, 1933) that some commission was investigating (the ideological content
of?) his work, but that Vygotsky believed there would be a chance to con-
tinue his work. In another letter Vygotsky mentions that he had been sum-
moned by the leading ideologist Mitin, who suggested they work together:
"Maybe, we will find support from this side. I have no more news. When I
get to know something, I'll let you know. I am endlessly being interrogated
and pulled about" {Vygotsky in a letter to Luria, dated November 21,
1933). Obviously, no help was offered by Mitin and Vygotsky's position
does not seem to have improved. The next major public attack on the work
of both Vygotsky and Luria that the present authors have been able to find
was Razmyslov's (1934) infamous article "On Vygotsky's and Luria's
'cultural-historical theory of psychology.' "
Razmyslov followed the earlier critics in claiming that Vygotsky's
cultural-historical theory was too general and did not specify the class
background of the children whose development it tried to sketch. Neither
did Vygotsky refer to means of production and other important concepts of
the Communist world-view. A specific feature of Razmyslov's critique was
that he, to a greater degree than Feofanov, attacked the authors of the
theory and considerably broadened the "analysis" of their work.
To prove that Vygotsky's key idea of human consciousness as originating
in social interaction was faulty, Razmyslov first concisely summarized Marx
and Engels' fundamental ideas regarding the development of individual
consciousness. Concluding that according to these classics individual con-
sciousness originates in class consciousness, he reproached Vygotsky for his
vague talk of "social collectives." To say that individuals appropriate the
ideas and skills of the collective of which they form part, as Vygotsky did,
reminded him very much of the ideas of the "neopositivists" Durkheim and
Lévy-Bruhl. What did Vygotsky mean by saying that each psychological
function appears twice, first on the interpsychological, then on the intra-
psychological plane? Wasn't this exactly the idea of Durkheim? Razmyslov
concluded that:
Everywhere where it would have been necessary from our point of view to j
speak about the ^ clasv [and] production environment of the child, about the
influence of the school, the Pioneer vanguard, and the Komsomol movement
as bearers of the influence of the Party and the proletariat on the children
... Vygotsky... simply speaks about the influence of the collective, without
deciphering about which collective he is speaking and what he means by
"collective." (Razmyslov, 1934, p. 81)
Although Razmyslov erroneously attributed the idea of the inter—
intradevelopment of psychological functions to Durkheim (it was borrowed
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from Durkheim's colleague at the Collège de France, Pierre Janet (see Van
der Veer and Valsiner, 1988)) there was some truth to his observations.
Vygotsky did indeed take inspiration from Durkheim and Lévy-Bruhl, and
his cultural-historical theory did not incorporate the Marxist catchwords on
production means, surplus value, etc. In this sense his theory seemed far too
much based on a broad current of European thinking (the anthropological
and psychological work sketched in chapter 9) to be called a Marxist or
Communist theory in the way Razmyslov and his comrades used this term.
Characteristic of Razmyslov's article was that the author did not refrain
from quoting very old articles in order to discredit the reputation of their
authors. Luria, for example, was criticized for his early psychoanalytic
writings and Vygotsky for his early reflexological views. The clear goal of
these references was to demonstrate that the authors held ideologically
suspect beliefs all their lives, and not just when propagating the cultural-
historical theory. It is in this context that Razmyslov's lengthy treatment of
Vygotsky's Pedagogical Psychology (1926i, see chapter 3) can be under-
stood.
Our claim that Razmyslov simply tried to damage Vygotsky's reputation
can easily be illustrated. Quoting Vygotsky's words:
The psychological nature of the educational [vospitatel'nyj] process is comple-
tely identical whether we wish to educate [vospitat"] a fascist or a proletarian
J"0 whether we train an acrobat or [create] a good official. Our interest should be
in the mechanism of establishing new reactions itself, irrespective of the good
these reactions give rise to. (Vygotsky, 1926i, p. 63)
Razmyslov concluded that Vygotsky was not interested in the outcomes
of the educational process, a view he considered both politically harmful
and scientifically incorrect (1934, p. 84). Of course, Vygotsky had simply
been making a technical point explaining - elsewhere in the same passage -
that the subdisciplines of general pedagogics or social ethics had to define
the goal of the educational process, whereas psychology studied its psycho-
logical nature.
Continuing his attack Razmyslov quoted Vygotsky's ideas, expressed in
Pedagogical Psychology, about questioning the necessity for, and possi-
ble disappearance of formal instruction in schools. Aware that the Central
Committee of the Party had recently condemned all ideas of the then
prevalent movement against formal schooling for its "anti-Leninist charac-
ter," Razmyslov triumphantly condemned Yygotsky's ideas which had been
written some ten years earlier.
These few examples will suffice to illustrate Razmyslov's style (see also
chapter 10). The author concluded that Vygotsky and Luria with their still
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"little-known" cultural-historical theory "objectively exerted a bourgeois
influence on the proletariat," a fact that did not surprise him as Vygotsky
and Luria had neglected Lenin's directives (Razmyslov, 1934, pp. 79, 86).
We may conclude, then, that Razmyslov repeated several of the earlier
criticisms raised by Talankin, Anan'ev, and Feofanov, adding a critique of
Luria's expedition to Central Asia (see chapter 10) and unearthing various
ideologically suspect quotations found in Vygotsky's and Luria's early
writings. In this way he managed to cast doubt on the ideological reliability
of the authors and their theory. In fact the cultural-historical theory was not
Marxist in the sense ascribed to that word in the early 1930s. Whether it
was non-Marxist in a broader sense of the word still remains to be seen.
Posthumous Attacks
The history of Soviet psychology is littered with bizarre events and develop-
ments but even against this background it is remarkable that the active
criticism of Vygotsky and his theories continued for several years after his
death.
It is true that the criticisms of Razmyslov, Anan'ev and others had not
convinced Vygotsky's friends and colleagues of his alleged crimes and they
continued actively promoting his ideas. Kolbanovsky, the head of the
Institute of Experimental Psychology, merits special attention in regard to
this. He seems to have defended Vygotsky in Party meetings, and in his
sympathetic necrology (Kolbanovsky, 1934c, p. 393) he tried to rebut the
accusation that Vygotsky had been an eclectic thinker. His foreword and
introductory article in Thinking and Speech can also be seen - despite the
critique that Kolbanovsky formulated - as an attempt to make Vygotsky's
book more palatable for Party ideologists and to make its publication
possible (Kolbanovsky, 1934a; 1934b). He presented Vygotsky as one of
those "representatives of the non-Party intelligentsia" (Kolbanovsky, 1934a,
p. v) who had reached a mature understanding of Marxism-Leninism only
after some time. It was in his earlier writings that Vygotsky had made the
mistakes of ignoring Piaget's class background (Kolbanovsky, 1934b, p.
'More than 20 years later, in 1956, Kolbanovsky (1956} introduced Vygotsky to a new
readership. Using large parts of his earlier article, he again tried to make Vygotsky acceptable
to the ruling party. Whereas in his first article Kolbanovsky (1934c, p. 389) had triumphantly
and correctly related Vygotsky's criticism of Pavlov, he now (Kolbanovsky, 1956, p. 105)
attempted to demonstrate their fundamental agreement. Reading these two introductions to
Vygotsky's work one realizes what fundamental and tragic changes had taken place in Soviet
psychology in the intervening years.
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xvi) and underestimating the role of the brain. Likewise, it was the younger
Vygotsky who had claimed erroneously that speech and thinking have
different roots: speech and thinking could not have different roots as Engels
(1925) had clearly demonstrated that both originated in practical labor
activity. Thus, one could claim that some speech is pre-intellectual and some
thinking pre-verbal, but one could not contradict Engels' claim about their
common origin in labor (Kolbanovsky, 1934b, pp. xvii-xxiv; cf. chapter 9).
Finally, in his concept-formation research Vygotsky - claiming that words
are instrumental in the formation of real concepts - had tended to ignore the
fact that words, too, are the result of labor activity (Kolbanovsky, 1934b, p.
xxvii). On the whole, however, Kolbanovsky's judgment of Vygotsky's
writings was favorable and he clearly suggested that Vygotsky had recog-
nized his wrong-doings.
Kolbanovsky was not the only one to defend Vygotsky's views. Vygot-
sky's new collaborators and colleagues in Leningrad also attempted to
defend the legacy of their teacher. His student Levina, for example, pre-
pared the lecture series Foundations of Paedology (Vygotsky, 1935g) for
publication and Zankov, Shif, and El'konin published several other talks
under the title Children's Mental Development in the Process of Education
(Vygotsky, 1935h). Shif (1935) and Konmkova (1935) managed to have
their doctoral dissertations published (see chapter 11 and below) and
Zankov (1935a) dedicated his book on defectology to his late teacher and
colleague. In that same year Blonsky (1935) referred very positively to the
work of his fellow paedologist. Finally, in 1936 the brochure The Diagnos-
tics of Development (Vygotsky, 1936a; written in 1931) was published on
the iniative of Danjushevsky and edited by Levina. Apparently, it was only
with the Paedology Decree in 1936 that reference to Vygotsky's writings
became definitely impossible (see chapter 12).
Both the article written by Kozyrev and Turko (1936) and Rudneva's
(1937) brochure were written under the influence of this decree. Kozyrev
and Turko - working at the Herzen Pedagogical Institute in Leningrad
where Vygotsky had been teaching - focused their criticisms in particular on
those followers of Vygotsky who had formed "the so-called Leningrad
school of paedology" (Kozyrev and Turko, 1936, p. 44) and against the
theoretical concepts that Vygotsky had elaborated in his Leningrad period
(see chapters 11, 12, and 13). They considered Kolbanovsky's (1934a) pre-
face to Thinking and Speech to be "far too positive," and it was denounced
as being partially responsible for Vygotsky's popularity in Leningrad circles
(Kozyrev and Turko, 1936, pp. 44, 49, 54).
One of the concepts developed in Vygotsky's Leningrad period was, of
course, the concept of the zone of proximal development. Kozyrev and
Turko boldly declared that this concept did no more than repeat the old
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slogan about the heredity of teachability, "although it is glossed over very
skilfully" (1936, p. 47). To prove this they quoted Vygotsky's reasonings
about the concept of sensitive zones and the optimal periods for teaching
specific skills (see chapter 13). Whilst acknowledging the fact that Vygotsky
clearly distinguished between his concept of the zone of proximal develop-
ment and the concept of the sensitive zones, they pointed out that Vygotsky
(1934a, p. 223) nevertheless accepted Montessori's claim that children
should learn writing at four or five years' old. Vygotsky thus accepted the
existence of optimal periods for the teaching/learning (obuchenie) of
specific topics. How then, asked Kozyrev and Turko, can the Party hope to
liquidate the illiteracy of the adult masses (1936, p. 49)? How can the
workers be trained to be the leading Soviet intelligentsia?4 The authors had
to conclude that because of these statements Vygotsky was one of those who
claimed the biological inferiority of the working classes.
One can easily see what was the driving force for this accusation (which
simply repeated some phrases contained in the Paedology Decree itself). By
speaking about optimal periods for the teaching of specific skills Vygotsky
acknowledged that some processes of development had to take place in
order for instruction to be successful. Some processes had to be in the
process of developing - but should not have finished their development - for
instruction to be fruitful. But this simple statement - that instruction can
come too early, or too late — was already unacceptable in the Soviet Union
of that time, for it proved that one "fatalistically" accepted the role of
biological determinants of development. In a country that was rapidly
heading towards the Lysenko affair this was sufficient proof of a non-
scientific approach (cf. Van der Veer, 1990).
Kozyrev and Turko did not judge the rest of Thinking and Speech to be
much better. Vygotsky's chapter on the different roots of thinking and
speech, in particular, was deemed scientifically worthless (following Kolba-
novsky, 1934b). In claiming that the actions of the chimpanzee are not
connected with its speech, Vygotsky was contradicting not only Engels but
+Thesc were now rather common questions. The editors of Vygotsky {1935h, p. 53), for
example, felt compelled to add a footnote to Vygotsky's chapter on mulülinguahsm in
childhood. It was said that "The author does not indicate that the given problem under the
conditions of our Union of Soviet republics has paramount political significance. By promoting
the right solution of Lenin's Nationalities Policy the mastering of several languages of the
nationalities of the USSR also helps to bring them most closely together, to further the growth
of brotherly solidarity and the power of our great Union. In addition, for the workers the
mastering of foreign languages forms an important means of mastering the contemporary
achievements of advanced technology, and also promotes the development of international
proletarian solidarity in the struggle against capitalism."
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also academician N. Ja. Marr. Quoting several of Marr's statements5
Kozyrev and Turko (1936, pp. 45, 49) concluded that Vygotsky was not
sufficiently knowledgeable in the field of linguistics and had committed
grave errors.
The remainder of the article was devoted to Kozyrev's and Turko's
attempts to argue that paedology had no right to existence, and to attack the
work of several of Vygotsky's students and collaborators. Kozyrev and
Turko argued that paedology did not exist by referring to Vygotsky's
(193 le, p. 18) example of the memory of a seven-year-old child. Vygotsky
had said that a psychologist was interested in the memory process and its
regularities but not in the age period of seven years: the phenomena he
studied would be used for a deepening of our understanding of the develop-
ment of memory. A paedologist, however, would be interested in the age
period, considering the memory-related phenomena as part of many other
data which reveal the peculiarities of this age period. He would use the
results of memory tests - comparing them with other results typical for
this age period - in order to deepen our understanding of this particular
age period (cf. chapter 12). This distinction was considered artificial and
unconvincing by Kozyrev and Turko (1936, p. 53), who could not under-
stand what tasks would be left for the pedagogue.
Konnikova and Zankov were the targets of Kozyrev's and Turko's
criticism of Vygotsky's students. Zankov (1935b) was criticized for a
chapter in which he used Vygotsky's distinction between scientific and
everyday concepts (see chapter 11). This distinction itself was denounced as
untenable and Zankov's investigation was criticized for its poor methodol-
ogy. Konnikova's (1935) dissertation on autonomous speech — which was
written under the supervision of Levina, then head of the Paedological
Faculty of the Herzen Pedagogical Institute - was damned for its many
laudatory references to Vygotsky's works.
Enough has been said of Kozyrev's and Turko's article to make its
character clear. The authors clearly followed the procedure that now had
become distressingly widespread in the Soviet Union: on the premise of a
Party directive, the work of an author would be scrutinized for (dis)agree-
ment with that directive's content. The result of this activity is best judged
by quoting the critics themselves:
The example of the uncritical reception and extolmcnt of prof. L. S. Vygotsky
again underlines the need for an intensified class vigilance in all domains of
•One year later Rudneva (1937, p. 12} was still so impressed by these quotations — which
also claimed that speech and thinking originated in labor activity - that she reproduced them,
not referring, however, to Kozyrev's and Turko's article.
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our scientific knowledge, for in his sabotage work the enemy uses the tiniest
possibilities and does harm where we sometimes do not expect it. (Kozyrev
and Turko, 1936, p. 57; original emphasis)
The reader may wonder what Rudneva (1937) could add to the accusa-
tions already made by others and, in fact, in the thirty-two pages of her
peculiar brochure she made ample use of their work. Thus, she repeated the
ideas that Vygotsky was an eclectic thinker ("being an eclectic, he combined
subjective idealism with vulgar materialism;" Rudneva, 1937, p. 6), that he
had propagated incorrect opinions about the roots of speech and thinking,
that he had defended a hereditarian view of mental development, and diat
his cultural-historical theory was false ("the slander against worker's chil-
dren is combined with the imperialists' slander against the colonial peoples
in order to justify the occupation of new territories in the name of 'progress'
and 'culture;' " Rudneva, 1937, p. 28). She, too, criticized the concept of the
zone of proximal development as it seemed to imply that honest adult
communist workers could not become leading Soviet intellectuals. But we
should give credit to Rudneva that she realized the oddness of Vygotsky's
claim concerning the levelling effect of schooling (1937, pp. 17-18) (see
chapter 13).
Unfortunately, her work was at a still lower scientific and moral level
than the writings of the earlier critics. Having mentioned, for example, that
at one time Vygotsky - like many of his colleagues (cf. Blonsky and
Skosyrev, 1935; Luria, 1930b) - was rather fascinated by Jaensch's ideas (cf.
Vygotsky, 1930e), she remarked that "Incidentally, Vygotsky, who, having
been abroad knew his foreign languages well, had to know of the fascist
demagogue Jaensch's zoological hatred of the Soviet Union, of Marxism,
and still he shamelessly dragged this trash into the pages of our press"
(Rudneva, 1937, p. 14).6
Rudneva's main aim was to discredit Vygotsky and his followers by
showing that Vygotsky was, first, an adherent of Shul'gin's movement
against formai education (a movement condemned by a Decree of the
Central Committee of the Party on September 3, 1935), and second, a
propagator of paedology, condemned by the Paedology Decree of July 4,
1936. The first accusation was clearly borrowed from Razmyslov and to
illustrate it Rudneva could do no more than repeat his quotations from
Pedagogical Psychology (1937, p. 4). Rudneva, too, condemned Vygotsky's
and Shifs concept-formation research. The distinction between two types of
6Vygotsky indeed knew about Jaensch's questionable attitude towards the Nazi govern-
ment and in his brochure against fascism he bitterly attacked his German colleague (cf.
Vygotsky, Giljarovsky, Gurevich, Krol', Shmarjan et al., 1934, pp. 19-28).
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concepts was in itself considered worthless and incompatible with the
fundamental tenets of dialectical logic. Furthermore, she could not under-
stand the origin of the different levels in concept development. Was
Vygotsky defending the "counter-revolutionary" idea of spontaneous
development (Rudneva, 1937, p. 9)? Finally, Vygotsky's scientific concepts
seemed based on the purely verbal and not rooted in practical labor activity
(cf. Leont'ev's similar claims, in Leont'ev, 1935/1983).
Rudneva concluded that Vygotsky's theories were not compatible with
the ideas of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin, Kirov, and Zhdanov. She urged
others to condemn Vygotsky, "all the more as some of his followers have
not yet been disarmed (Luria, Leont'ev, Shif, and others)" (Rudneva, 1937,
p. 32).
Conclusions
In 1931 it became clear that Vygotsky could not escape the fate of so many
of his colleagues: his writings were to be tested for their ideological
reliability. Surprisingly little is known of the concrete details of the attack
when it was finally launched. We do not know, for example, whether there
have been public meetings exclusively devoted to the discussion of Vygots-
ky's theories. (According to one story, such a meeting indeed took place and
Vygotsky was the first speaker, delivering one of his long and fascinating
speeches which left the audience spell-bound. As a result, the officials did
not know how to proceed further, as the general atmosphere was clearly not
suitable for a frontal attack. After some hesitation it was announced that on
this day no further speeches would be delivered and that the second part of
the meeting was suspended. The present authors have been unable to verify
the truth of this story.) Neither has it been possible to document any
published reactions of Vygotsky or Luria to their critics. It seems clear that
Vygotsky's later writings changed in response to some of the attacks -
references to "primitive" thought, for example, disappeared from his writ-
ings — but we have no written account of his defense or counter-attacks. It is
evident, though, that they attempted to mitigate the results of the campaign
launched against them. Luria, apparently, wrote at least one penitential
letter which has been preserved in the archives of the Luria family7 in
response to criticisms published in the journal Estestvoznanie i Marksizm
(Natural Science and Marxism). The defense, however, was to no avail and,
7This information is based on the very instructive notes to the Soviet edition of Vygotsky's
correspondence prepared by A. A. Puzyrej. It is unclear when this correspondence will be
published.
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after the Paedology Decree, the writings of Vygotsky were prohibited and
effectively banned. It was not until 1956 that sections of their (abridged)
writings would become available again. Meanwhile, the criticisms leveled
against them still exist, awaiting further judgment. It is clear that many of
them are simply nonsensical, but others — e.g. the criticism of the concepts
of the zone of proximal development and of primitivism - deserve some
further thought. These criticisms may have been born of base motives but
the motives for statements are not relevant for the judgement of their
validity.
One can view this period of Soviet psychology's history from two sides: as
the story of the blacklisting of a member of the "non-Party intelligentsia,"
or as the (far from perfect) beginning of the critical appraisal of his work.
We have argued that both points of view can be defended.
Epilogue
The Quest for Synthesis and its Intellectual Interdependency
The over-riding concern evident in Vygotsky's intellectual work is the quest
for synthesis, or so we have argued. Throughout his life Vygotsky persis-
tently tried to create novel ideas by way of dialectical synthesis. This was his
main focus of interest in human development. However, his dialectical
approach did not stop there, for he made a consistent effort to apply a
similar method to his own theorizing. In his application of the dialectical
approach at both the scientific and meta-scientific levels Vygotsky was
indeed remarkably consistent. However, the particular results of that appli-
cation often remained fragmentary, and his style of discussion of novel ideas
creates difficulties for contemporary analysts of his work.
We hope that our description of Vygotsky's life and the history of his
ideas explains at least part of the rich complex of reasons why his legacy is
heterogeneous in its nature. A young man knowing that he might die any
time cannot be expected to take a long time to create a complete system of
thought and to support his original ideas with carefully designed long-term
empirical research programs. Furthermore, the social conditions under
which Vygotsky worked changed rapidly. And last but not least, Vygotsky
was primarily a producer of oral narratives rather than written treatises.
And this guaranteed an even greater fragmentation of ideas, a great deal of
repetition, and a lack of cohesiveness. Many of Vygotsky's interesting ideas
are recurrent bursts of novelty in oral discourse, left mostly unfinished. In
contrast, many of those aspects of Vygotsky's thinking that are elaborated
in great detail (including some empirical investigations) show inconsisten-
cies between the original idea and its specification. For example, the
empirical evidence in favour of the "cultural-historical theory" is primarily
cross-sectional in its presentation (e.g. of outcomes of the use of "mediating
devices" by different age groups), whereas the theory itself claims to
concentrate on the processes of development. Furthermore, Vygotsky's
theoretical concerns and erudite style changed during his life; in 1924-5 he
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Lev Vygotsky.
was critically fascinated by different ideas than in 1933-4. Of course, that
personal development was guided by the changes in the intellectual world of
the Soviet Union over that short period. The later Vygotsky had experienced
a wave of dogmatic criticisms of his work.
Two Perspectives on Criticism: Static and Dialectical
Vygotsky's method used in his critical analysis of the ideas of his contem-
poraries has created some confusion among contemporary efforts to inter-
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pret his work, as is evident in the frequently asked question whether
Vygotsky was, or was not, a Marxist. It is easy to see the static nature of this
question - it is essentially an effort to classify Vygotsky as a member of one
or the other distinct classes of ideological orientation (the common-place
mistake of imagining the world can be divided into simple binary categor-
ies).
This book makes it clear that Vygotsky cannot be so classified. We have
traced Vygotsky's intellectual interdependency with a number of theoretical
and philosophical tendencies (among which Marxist/Hegelian dialectical
thought was but one - albeit a major one). Furthermore, Vygotsky's
dialectical mind applied to all these intellectual ties the "Thesis-Antithesis-
Synthesis" scheme. Since this approach is not adopted by contemporary
psychology, it is difficult for many psychologists to understand how
Vygotsky could be "a Piagetian" in much of his thinking (whilst being
highly critical of Piaget in some areas), or how he could appreciate some
aspects of Pavlov's reflexology (while subjecting other aspects of it, e.g.
physiological reductionism, to severe criticism). Also, although Vygotsky
identified himself with the Soviet paedology movement of his time, he
nevertheless subjected that movement to a devastating criticism (and re-
defined "paedology" for his own purposes). And although he increasingly
distanced himself from the new line of research of his time - emphasis on
praxis of the Kharkov School - he would not deny that it produced some
intellectually valuable new ideas. He could subject Luria's psychoanalytic
efforts to severe criticism while continuing to work with him, even joining
the Russian Psychoanalytic Society.
Vygotsky's style of criticism has been a major stumbling-block in contem-
porary interpretations of his work. Perhaps the function of criticism in
Vygotsky's intellectual milieu was different from that in international
psychology of the 1990s. This difference seems to be predicated on the
dialectical world-view of Vygotsky and the lack of a dialectical approach in
our own.
A present-day psychologist is most likely to adopt a non-dialectical,
"either-or" perspective when determining the "class membership" of one
or another approach in psychology. Hence the frequent non-dialectical
contrasts between "Piagetian" and "Vygotskian" approaches, or the wide-
spread separation of psychologists into "social" versus "cognitive" categor-
ies, which seem to occupy our minds in their meta-psychological activities.
Even the existence of an overlap of the two ("social cognition") does not
alter the non-dialectical classification of the psychological "mindscape,"
since the focus of that taxonomy is mostly "book-keeping," rather than
synthesizing ideas from opposing camps. For example, how often do we
find an analysis of the opposing ideas of behaviorism and cognitivism that is
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oriented towards transcending both these limited perspectives (indeed, the
need for a post-cognitivistic psychology does not seem to be expressed in
these terms!).
In a direct contrast, for Vygotsky any two opposing directions of thought
served as opposites united with one another in the continuous whole - the
discourse on ideas. This discourse is expected to lead us to a more adequate
understanding of the human psyche, that is, to transcend the present state of
theoretical knowledge, rather than force the existing variety of ideas into a
strict classification of tendencies in the socially constructed scientific disci-
pline of psychology. Hence there was something valuable to learn from
exactly those ideas that Vygotsky criticized in the strongest possible terms.
Criticisms, for him, did not mean dismissing the opposing viewpoint, but
was rather a "marker" on a "mindscape" of ideas that designates the
entrance points to intellectual impasses. Especially now, when empiricism
dominates psychology, it seems the development of the discipline begins to
resemble a random walk from one theoretical impasse to another. Vygot-
sky's analytic style allowed him to avoid theoretically "dead" directions
for empirical efforts — a luxury that the systematization of "theories and
systems" in contemporary psychology does not afford. For Vygotsky it
was the reasoning against other viewpoints that could lead his ideas to reach
a breakpoint for a novel synthesis: a result of his broad knowledge of
international psychology. As we have shown, his innovations were often
very closely linked with the work of his predecessors and contemporaries,
and amounted to minor modifications of those.
The Basis for Novelty Construction: Intellectual Interdependency
If we were to try to understand the processes of scientific creativity from a
purely sociogenetic perspective then we would have to accept that no
innovative scientist can create any new ideas independently from the
collective-cultural processes that surround him, the cultural history in which
his life course is embedded, and the particular interpersonal relationships of
his life course. Or, in other terms, it is the intellectual interdependent of the
scientist or artist that sets up the conditions under which novel ideas or
expressions can come into being. The epigraph to this book expressed the
idea of such interdependency quite concisely. However, the notion should
be further elaborated so that many of the details included in the present
book can fit into the rather complex canvas we have painted here.
The social world of any cohort of people developing in parallel in a given
cultural setting is filled with general concepts that organize the social and
personal spheres of people, and facilitate the collective construction of the
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cultural meanings as those are communicated across generations. These
concepts are usually fuzzy as to their exact meanings - allowing their users
to "fill them in" with the particular emphases that fit their goals or needs. As
an example, let us consider the use of the term "science" (or "scientific") in
the discourse of scientists. This term cannot have a simple meaning that
remains constant over time and contexts - the uses of that term, ranging
from "natural science" or "physical sciences" to areas like "scientific
communism" or "political science," demonstrate the heterogeneity of its
meaning. If we add to this heterogeneity the variety of uses of the term in
psychologists' discourse we bring the matter of the polysemantic nature of
general concepts very close home. For instance, Vygotsky's contributions
can be labeled as the "core of developmental science" at one (enthusiastic)
extreme, while his consistent use of the clinical method and non-use of any
statistical methodology can earn his work the label "soft science" at best
(dependent upon the evaluator's perspective). Since the psychology of our
present time is imbued with the habit of classification of different
approaches into different categories of "science" ("basic" versus "applied"
science, "true" versus "soft" science, etc.), it is in psychologists' meta-level
discourse about their approaches that the mediational nature of fuzzy
meanings can be demonstrated.
Through the help of mediating devices (meanings of abstract concepts)
both cultural continuity and cultural change are made possible. Furth-
ermore, the fuzziness of these meanings affords variability within the culture
at the given time of the development of the society. In other words,
heterogeneity of interpretations of the same abstract terms is the rule (rather
than exception), as it is functional in the process of development of our
knowledge about the world.
But the history of science is also filled with examples of the extreme
rigidity of a group of specialists in a given discipline, who hold on to a core
idea in a highly compulsive and defensive manner. Compulsive avoidance of
the heterogeneity of meanings of concepts in social discourse leads to
dogmatic adherence to a particular version of the meaning. The mechanisms
for such standardization of terms often have taken the form of in-group-
out-group differentiation and social consensus-building within the in-
group. The social organization of the scientific enterprise is not different
from the social organization of any other institution. Both Vygotsky's
appearance in psychology and his disappearance from the list of acceptable
psychologists for some decades after his death, provide good examples of
the in-group—out-group regulation in Soviet psychology of the time.
However, all the people involved in social discourse are co-constructors
of ideas. Their social worlds include a variety of concepts of heterogeneous
meanings. The individual makes use of some of these concepts and adjusts
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their meanings in accordance with the context in which these meanings are
to be used. Other concepts may be actively rejected, or merely passed by
without their being integrated into the knowledge structure that the indi-
vidual is constructing. Nevertheless, even in the latter case, the presence of
these concepts in the social world of the individual (and his mind) is a
relevant part of the "mindscape" that leads to new ideas. The emergence of
a new idea takes place within an individual's mind while he is participating
in (immediate or deferred) social discourse. Hence the personal achievement
of novel ideas is intellectually interdependent with the socially available and
culturally organized "raw materials" - concepts with heterogeneous mean-
ings. Intellectual innovation thus necessarily occurs in the social context -
both the "means" (meanings) and "needs" (goals set by the individual in the
given task setting) are at first suggested to him socially. These may later be
transferred into an internal psychological sphere - thus, a Tibetan monk
contemplating issues of jealousy in the isolation of his cave is involved in as
much a socially constructed endeavour as a psychologist leading a discus-
sion on the same topic at a conference.
Thus, all new ideas are transformations or substitutions of old ones,
based on the texture of meanings that is currently surrounding the indi-
vidual and on which the internalized personal construction of understand-
ing the world is based. In our previous effort to make sense of intellectual
interdependency (see Van der Veer and Valsiner, 1988, pp. 61-2) we
emphasized the similarity of the creation of novel ideas in psychology to
children's construction of knowledge while acting within their environment.
The constructive interpretation of the notions of assimilation and accom-
modation as mutually linked processes of knowledge construction can be
taken to elaborate how a particular thinker is intellectually interpedendent
with his cultural environment. It is clear that this interdependence entails a
bi-directional notion of cultural "transmission," that is, the messages
located in the cultural environment are not merely "accepted as they are" by
the creative individual, but, rather, analyzed and "reassembled" (in one's
system of "personal sense") in novel ways. Hence the individual is a co-
constructor of culture rather than a mere follower of the enculturation
efforts of the others. Psychologically, individuals always move beyond their
cultural backgrounds - with assistance from the latter. The culture is thus a
means for the personal co-construction of intellectual development, rather
than an external powerful "judge" that either "accepts" or "rejects" the
person's thoughts, feelings, and actions, as well as attempts to superimpose
itself on the otherwise "free" human beings.
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Vygotsky's Intellectual Interdependency
The case of Vygotsky constitutes a complex example of intellectual interde-
pendency. At every period of his active search for understanding of human
psychological functioning - from his early interest in how Hamlet has an
impact upon the audience to the interest in issues of paedology - Vygotsky's
thinking demonstrates intricate intellectual interdependence. The preceding
chapters of this book discussed these ideas and their roots in the different
areas of Vygotsky's intellectual activities. What remains to be accomplished
here is to present a general summary of his intellectual interdependence over
his life.
Vygotsky's first notable intellectual connections (with dialectical philoso-
phy and literary scholarship) were forged in his school and university years,
and enabled him to develop a perspective on the reception of literary works
that concentrated upon the interaction between the recipient and the text.
The structural nature of any text was a given, and prepared the ground for
his later insistence upon structural units for the analysis of psychological
phenomena. His interest in the processes of reconstruction of the meaning
of the texts in the sense-world of individual recipients guided Vygotsky into
the study of complex aesthetic reactions. By coincidence that study comple-
mented the work being done by Kornilov, and Vygotsky joined his Institute.
In the social context of the burgeoning activities of intellectuals who
cherished the opportunity to build their own new systems of psychology on
Marxist grounds, Vygotsky established an interdependency with the Gestalt
psychology movement, which was to provide him with much material for
further intellectual syntheses. At the same time, his pedagogical interests in
the development of retarded and handicapped children kept his interest
focused upon the necessity of the social environment assisting individuals'
development.
When his professional relationship with Kornilov's reactology and
jargon-driven Marxist psychology foundered in about 1926—7, Vygotsky
moved towards an integration of his idea of dialectical synthesis (allied with
the structural emphasis of Gestalt psychology) on the one hand, and the
process of development in special education on the other. Intellectual
interdependence with the work of Ach, Adler, Baldwin, Biner, Janet, Köhler,
and Werner among psychologists, and Thurnwald and Lévy-Bruhl among
anthropologists, was the context within which the cultural-historical theory
and its empirical demonstrations were born. His fascination with the
possibility that this theoretical and methodological synthesis might be of
interest to international psychology is an example of participation in the
enterprise of knowledge which does not recognize nationality. Vygotsky
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was a member of the international psychological community of his time
(even if he only left the USSR once), rather than a Soviet psychologist.
Given the changes in the intellectual climate in the USSR, and his
increasing interest in paedological and medical issues, Vygotsky's intellec-
tual interdependence took a new form. By committing himself to the study
of paedology in the early 1930s, Vygotsky could develop his theories of a
link between structural-dynamic dialectics and issues of ontogeny. Thus,
an intellectual interdependence with the works of Claparède, Goldstein,
Meumann, Montessori, and Piaget was advanced. The international nature
of Vygotsky's intellectual linkages was explicit and his critics did not fail
to make use of that in the new Slavophilic atmosphere of intolerance,
orchestrated by the "Kremlin mountaineer with his thick fingers fatty like
worms" (see Mandel'shtam). Vygotsky's looked to the eminent psycholog-
ists of other nations for inspiration at a time when Russia was concerned
only with the goal of creating a new society. Utopias of that kind may fail, but
as people try to create them they set up an interesting social context for the
pursuits of individual intellectuals.
Vygotsky's Legacy: Fundamental Contributions to Psychology
During the course of the work on this book, the authors' understanding of
Vygotsky's contributions to psychology has developed a great deal. Some of
the novel-looking ideas that we always thought to be attributable to
Vygotsky transpire to have originated in the minds of his contemporaries.
Thus his best-known contributions - the zone of proximal development, the
method of the study of concept-formation (the Vygotsky blocks method) as
well as the reasoning about concepts, meaning and sense, and the basic
sociogenetic perspective — are all reflections on and developments of the
original work of his predecessors and contemporaries.
Tracing Vygotsky's contributions to the work of others does not, of
course, diminish his relevance for psychology, but rather brings the
contributions of his contemporaries out of the shadow of psychology's
history. Again, we are confronted with the need to study the history of
psychology as of utmost importance for our present-day psychological
research efforts, rather than as a separate area of study.
Equally important are those domains of ideas that truly can be seen as the
result of Vygotsky's quest for synthesis. We have found amongst Vygotsky's
materials a number of hints of ideas, and some half-developed theoretical
and methodological directions that could make a fundamental contribution
to this discipline if they were advanced further. It is worthwhile to provide a
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short overview of some basic orientations that were essential to Vygotsky's
thinking, and which seem to us to have the potential to contribute to a basic
reorganization of contemporary psychology.
First, of course, we would need to reiterate the main theme of this book -
that of the process of dialectical synthesis. Since his time the notion of
synthesis has become almost extinct in psychology, and the term "dialecti-
cal" is often used as an umbrella-concept to render vague philosophizing
about the human psyche legitimate. Although Vygotsky's discussions of the
processes involved in dialectical synthesis were not sufficiently precise, there
is no reason why that notion cannot be phrased in specific terms. This is true
of any discipline - be it psychology, biology, anthropology, or economics -
that deals with the relatively rapid construction of novel forms. Dialectical
ideas, made precise and freed from their vague ideological connotations can
become a productive tool.
Secondly, Vygotsky's consistent developmental perspective stands as a
worthwhile contribution to psychology. Throughout its history psychology
has limited itself to ontological analyses of psychological phenomena.
Explicit efforts to discard that focus in favour of a focus on development
have been half-hearted, and have usually led to a reversion to the ontologi-
cal focus. In some ways, present-day psychology is similar to pre-Darwinian
biology, since we are eager to classify and re-classify psychological phe-
nomena, as they exist at a given time, into strictly separable classes (an
analog to the classification of natural phenomena by Karl Linné). The
question of rules and methods of transformation of one class into another is
still rarely asked, and even more rarely answered. In short, the developmen-
tal framework that entered biology in the nineteenth century by way of the
work of Lamarck, von Baer, Darwin and other leading scientists, is yet to
become established in twentieth-century psychology. Vygotsky's consistent
emphasis on taking a developmental perspective of psychological phe-
nomena, be they those of child development (ontogenesis) or adults' and
apes' problem-solving (microgenesis), is an approach well worth continuing
today.
Thirdly, no fundamental contribution to psychology can bypass the issue
of general methodology of research. Here, Vygotsky's method of double
stimulation is worthy of careful scrutiny and further elaboration. Discard-
ing the static ethos of traditional experimental methodology where "effects"
of the changes in the "independent variables" upon the selected outcomes
measured by "dependent variables" are sought, Vygotsky developed a
methodological scheme that introduces the dynamic emergence of novel
structures of psychological phenomena as the main focus of empirical
investigation. Furthermore, his methodological orientation retains the
notion of structured organization of the experimental setting together with
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the subject's (limited) freedom of re-defining the experimental situation. The
notion of "experimental control" is set up by Vygotsky in a methodological
framework where the traditional norm of the experimenter's maximum
control over what happens in an experiment is retained as a special case,
rather than the modal one. The human subject always "imports" into an
experimental setting a set of "stimulus-means" (psychological instruments)
in the form of signs that the experimenter cannot control externally in any
rigid way. Hence, the experimental setting becomes a context of investiga-
tion where the experimenter can manipulate its structure in order to trigger
(but not "produce") the subject's construction of new psychological pheno-
mena.
It is lamentable that this methodological implication of Vygotsky's
method of double stimulation has been persistently overlooked since his
day, yet, at the same time, outcries about crises in psychology's traditional
methodology can be heard from rime to time. These speculations about
crises have left the methodological foundations of the discipline largely
unchanged, and hence it remains unproductive beyond the domain of
cri t ical discourse in psychology. But perhaps there is a reason for not taking
this half-finished methodological imperative of Vygotsky's and developing it
further? Indeed, its implications for scientific methodology are far-reaching,
and psychology in general is a highly conservative discipline that does not
easily allow for major revolutions within its way of approaching its objects
of investigation.
Finally, Vygotsky's consistent anti-reductionistic stance can be seen as a
major contribution to psychology. Again, he was hardly original in taking
this stance, but the social discourse of psychologists in the Soviet Union led
him to express that perspective decisively in a number of ways. The refusal
to give up the study of higher psychological functions under the challenge of
different camps of reductionism was Vygotsky's credo from the beginning
to the end of his intellectual work. He believed the human psychological
functions are organized hierarchically, and each level of that hierarchy may
need to be studied in its specifics; hence the emphasis upon "analysis into
units" which should retain the relevant characteristics of the phenomenon
in its whole (i.e., the analysis into "minimal Gestalts"}. It is a perspective to
which contemporary psychology in the 1990s needs to return. Of course,
Vygotsky did not elaborate this notion in any way, which must be done if it
is to become applicable in present-day research. In fact, Vygotsky's refusal
to look at the processes of both analysis and synthesis (i.e., concentrating
only on the latter) in the human mind and conduct may have blocked any
productive elaboration of the idea in his thinking. Vygotsky's creativity, like
the creativity of any other productive intellectual at any rime, had its
surprising limitations.
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A Continuing Quest for Understanding
The case of Vygotsky is a good illustration of intellectual interdependency in
the difficult efforts made by human beings to understand themselves.
Vygotsky's main contribution to psychology was to tear down artificially
created boundaries between adjacent areas of human culture, and to encode
knowledge from different areas into his efforts to overcome the conceptual
"crisis" of psychology. In paying tribute to Vygotsky we need not idolize the
man, but nor should we deny his creative contributions. Instead, we should
recognize his intellectual efforts in the social context of his time. This may
help us to remind ourselves of the pointe of Bunin's short story that was the
key turning point for Vygotsky, encouraging him to enter the complex
labyrinth of psychology. As in the case of the young woman's "gentle
breath" that generalizes to a basic feeling about the world at large, it is the
ethos of the collectively constructed ideas of Vygotsky's time that dissemi-
nates in the world of psychology, through our efforts to explore his
creativity. History can help us to move forward and we may try to arrive at
new syntheses through our own intellectual interdependencies. Vygotsky
provided us with several intellectual tools that may prove useful in creating
psychology's own zone of proximal development. Such intellectual tools are
badly needed, for "it is by instruments and helps that the work is done,
which are as much wanted for the understanding as for the hand. And as the
instruments of the hand either give motion or guide it, so the instruments of
the mind supply either suggestions for the understanding or cautions"
(Bacon, 1620/1960, p. 39).
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